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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Vicz-CHANcELLOR Bacon intends to rise on Friday, the 4th 
inst., for the Long Vacation. 





Tue Vacation Reetsrrars in the Chancery Division will be 
Mr. TeEspa.e (not Mr. Farrer, as announced last week) und Mr. 
CaRRINGTON. 





Wr pvustisu elsewhere the usual vacation notices. The sit- 
tings of the Vacation Judge will be held in Vice-Chancellor 
Hat's court, commencing on the 16th inst. 





THE CLASSIFICATION into first, second, and third class clerks 
which was applied some months ago to the officers in the Central 
Office, and in the offices of the chief clerks of the judges and of 
the registrars of the Chancery Division, and to some other legal 
departments, is about to be extended to all the officers in the 
Lunacy Offices, the Probate Offices, and most of the other legal 
offices. 





AxBovUT A YEAR ago we announced that a plan had received the 
sanction of the authorities whereby the greater part of the printing 
connected with the courts and offices, including the daily cause 
lists, would be done at the Royal Courts of Justice. We under- 
stand that steps are now being taken to carry this plan into 
effect, and that rooms have been set apart for the printing 


department. 





We umar that there is a probability of an attempt being 
made to induce the Vacation Judges to undertake the hearing of 
matters which have not hitherto constituted an important part of 
vacation business. Numerous applications have been made to the 
several judges of the Chancery Division for leave to have the fiat 
for hearing affixed to petitions, and a large number of ‘these peti- 
tions will be ready for hearing on the first day of the vacation 
sittings in court. 





In THE INTEREST of London practitioners we may, perhaps, 
express a hope that the daily cause lists which are to be issued 
from the Royal Courts of Justice will be supplied for a moderate 
subscription, so that it will be possible for solicitors and counsel 
to obtain—say for a guinea a year—the delivery, at their offices 
and chambers each evening, of a complete list of the next day’s 
causes inall the courts. There can be little doubt that, asa com- 
mercial venture, the success of the scheme will depend on a low 
rate of subscription being fixed. 





AN ACTIVE EFFORT is being made to provide a memorial of 
the eminent services rendered to international law by the late 
Professor Biuntscuit. It is proposed to found prizes to be 
awarded for publications and memoirs on subjects connected with 
international law, the decision of the prizes to be intrusted to 
the Institute of International Law and the three faculties of law 
to which the late professor successively belonged. Committees 
to carry the scheme into effect have been formed in the different 
European countries and in America. 





Tue Conveyanorne Bitz, which will soon receive the 
Royal assent, has happily lost its most objectionable feature 
—we mean the ridiculous proposal relating to the [so-called] 
protection of solicitors dispensing with investigation of title. 
We have shown over and over again that this ision was 
utterly impracticable, and we are glad that the Select Committee 
of the House of Commons has once more refused to lay a trap 
for inconsiderate practitioners. In other there are one 
or two improvements in the Bill. A mew clause (5) has been 
added (perhaps suggested by Jn re Grange, 29 W. R. 502), pro- 
viding that, * on an appointment of new trustees, a separate set of 
trustees may be appointed for any part‘of the trust property held 
on trusts distinct from those relating to any other part, or 
of the trust property; or, if only one trustee was originally 
appointed, then one se trustee may be so appointed 
for the first-mentioned part.’”’ Another clause is intended to 
enable trustees to disclaim_powers; and just at the close of the 
Bill we find slipped in another amendment of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, providing that “the right of the mortgagor, under 
section 15 of the Conveyancing Act of [sie] 1881, to require a 
mortgagee, instead of re-conveying, to assign the mortgage debt, and 
convey the mortgaged property to a third person, shall belong to, 
and be capable of being enforced by, each incumbrancer, or by 
the mortgagor, notwithstanding any intermediate incumbrance ; 
but a requisition of an incumbrancer shall prevail over a requisi- 
tion of the mortgagor, and, as. between incumbrancers, a requisi- 
tion of a prior incumbrancer shall prevail over a requisition of a 
subsequent incumbrancer.” 





WE ARE GLAD TO OBSERVE that the suggestion of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society with reference to acknowledg- 
ments of deeds by married women—that one commissioner, not 
interested in the matter, should be sufficient, instead of two, as at 
present required, and that no other certificate of acknowledg- 
ment should be necessary than a memorandum indorsed on the 
deed, signed by the commissioner, to the effect of the 
present certificate—has been ir Clause 7 of the Convey- 
ancing Bill, as amended by the Select Committee, now runs as fol- 
lows :—‘ In section 79 of the Fines and Recoveries Act, and gec- 
tion 70 of the Fines and Recoveries (Ireland) Act, there shall, by 
virtue of this Act, be substituted for the words, ‘ two of the per- 
petual commissioners, or two special commissioners,’ the words 
‘ one of the perpetual commissioners, or one special commissioner’ ; 
and in section 83 of the Fines and Recoveries Act, and 
section 74 of the Fines and Recoveries (Ireland) Act, there 
shall, by virtue of this Act, be substituted for the word * persons’ 
the word ‘ person,’ and for the word ‘ commissioners’ the words 
‘a commissioner’; and all other provisions of those Acts, and all 
other enactments having reference in any manner to the sections 
aforesaid, shall be read and have effect —— The effect 
will, of course, be to make acknowledgment before one com- 
missioner sufficient. It is subsequently provided that where the 
memorandum of acknowl t purports to be signed by a per- 
son authorized to take the acknowledgment, the deed is, as regards 
the execution by the married woman, to take effect at the time 
of the acknowledgment, “ and shall be conclusively taken to have 
been duly acknowledged.” Rules of Court are to be made for 
preventing any person interested or concerned, either as a party, 
or as solicitor, or as clerk to the solicitor for one of the ies, 
or otherwise, in the transaction, from taking an acknowl ent, 
but no deed is to be impeachable by reason only. that the person 
taking the acknowledgment was interested. 





WE PuBLIsH elsewhere a letter from a corre 


spondent, in which 
a claim seems to be preferred that the phrase a” 
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any tenure” shall be takén, not only in the interpretation clause 
of the Conveyancing Act, but everywhere else, to include a term 
of years, apparently bay the gtound that it contains the word 
tenure. We confess that wé cannot contemplate the possibili 
of such a claim without surprise ; and it indicates, to our mind, 
a heavy responsibility to be incurred by modern parliamentary 
draftsmen, if the way in which they do their work should be found 
to foster such ideas. But our correspondent seems to be too hasty 
if he means to charge this offence against them only upon the 
evidence whieh he produces. When he says, with reference to 
seetion 23 of the Bankruptcy Act, that “these words apply to all 
sorts of leasehold interests in land,” if by “ these words ” he means 
the words “ land of any tenure,” we are not at all clear that his 
se ap is “of course beyond doubt.” No doubt that section 

oes refer to, and include, terms of years, or “all sorts of leasehold 
interests in land” ; but not necessarily by virtue of the words 
*land of any tenure.” Since the section contains other phrases 
which are very well adapted to the purpose—for example, “ any 
other property that is unsaleable, or not readily saleable, by reason 
of its binding the possessor thereof to the performance of any 
onerous act ”—it is quite unnecessary to pick out the inappropriate 
—— “land of any teaure,” and to fasten that meaning upon it. 

ut very much better grounds could be alleged for allowing that 
meaning to the phrase in section 23 of the Bankruptcy Act, than 
are available in the case of the Conveyancing Act ; because, at the 
time of the passing of the Bankruptcy Act, freehold lands could 
not, strictly speaking, be “ burdened with onerous covenants” ; 
so that those words may imply a direct suggestion of a leasehold 
interest, which is Wanting in the other case. It, therefore, by no 
means follows that to allow the inappropriate meaning in the one 
case will oblige us to allow it in the other. Nor do we quite 
understand how the citation by our correspondent of the case of 
Ea parte Allen bears upon the question. Can it be supposed to 
prove that even “ personal chattels” are included in the phrase 
‘land of any tenure” ? 





AN INTERESTING QUESTION, which it is very surprising should 
have remained so long unsettled, was decided in the case of 
Payne v. Lord Leconfield (30 W. R. 814). Has an auctioneer 
virtute officii a right to warrant the article which he is selling? 
Lord Leconrrexp sent a mare to a repository for sale, furnishing 
partieulars which were printed in the catalogue, and which stated 
that the animal was a brown mare, a clever hunter, and had 
carried the whip. At the sale, on some remark being made that 
she had a running at the nostrils, the auctioneer said he should 
sell the mare as only having a cold. The mare was knocked down 
to the plaintiff and was found to be suffering from glanders. 
The plaintiff brought an action for breach of warranty, and the 
defendant denied that he had authorized the auctioneer to war- 
rant the horse as only suffering from a cold. Bowen, J. directed 
a verdict for the defendant, and, on a rule for a new trial, the Divi- 
sional Court held that the auctioneer had no general authority to 
warrant. “‘ Anauctioneer,” said Mr. Justice Grove, “is not a general 
agent, but is merely an agent to sell, and, as such, cannot give a 
warranty without authority from the vendor ; the very absence of 
eases on the point shows that he has not this authority virtute 
Meii. Brady v. Todd decides that a servant intrasted. with a 
horse to sell is not entitled to warrant it. Here, so far from there 
being evidence of a delegation by the vendor of authority to war- 
rant, there is rather evidence to the contrary; for the auctioneer 
sent the vendor a form to be filled in with the particulars as to 
this mare, which he was about to sell. The vendor, accordingly, 
filled in this form, but only in part, and this gave the auctioneer 
authority to warrant the particulars enumerated by the vendor, but 
no others.” It would be obviously hard on a vendor that he 
should be held responsible for anything the auctioneer might 
choose to say with a view to getting an article sold, but what 
about the purchaser who buys an article on the faith of a 
warranty, and finds he has only the auctioneer to go against ? 





THE FAise ConPEssION of crimes which the party has not 
committed has become so frequent of late that it becomes a ques- 








tion whether and how far the law ought to interfere to punish se 
meanan act. It seems clear that it is not an indictable offence, 
but it is suggested, although we can discover no authority for 
the position, that an action would lie to recover the expenses of a 
prosecution so caused; an action, however, which, from the 
poverty of the delinquents, would, in most cases, be merely throw- 
ing good money after bad. Perhaps the only remedy to be found 
is that which is always applied by the unwillingness of all 
English courts to give credence to a confession ; unlike the pro- 
fessors of the civil law, who have “ attributed a peculiar value to 
the confessions of parties,” which they pronounced a “ species of 
proof of so clear, excellent, and transcendent a nature as to admit 
of no proof to the contrary” (Best on Evidence, 697). It is 
abundantly clear, however, that in all times and countries false 
confessions have been very prevalent; and there are even a few 
instances on record of persons having submitted to capital punish- 
ment itself rather than retract their confessions. The latest instance 
in this country appears to be “ the celebrated case of Joaw Parry 
and her two sons, who were executed in the seventeenth century 
for the murder of a man named Harrison, who re-appeared some 
time afterwards’”’ (1., p. 705). False confessions of deser- 
tion from the army are so common that a special section of the 
Mutiny Acts, which re-appears in the Army Act, 1881, s. 26, 
has long been passed for their punishment. 





PETITIONERS IN DIVORCE surTs have some reason to complain 
of the law’s delay when the period of six months from the date of 
the decree nisi expires in the early part of the Long Vacation, and 
it is impossible to obtain a decree absolute before the following 
November. Last Tuesday, in the suit of Rippingall v. Rippin- 
gall and Lockhart, an application was made to Sir James HaNNEN 
to exercise the discretion conferred upon the court by the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, 1866 (29 & 30 Vict. c. 32), s. 2, and to fix a 
shorter time for making the decree absolute. The six months’ in- 
terval would expire on the 15th of August (just one week after 
the termination of the present sittings), and the special grounds 
for the application were that the ease was ready for trial at the 
beginning of the Michaelmas Sittings of last year, but that no 
special jury causes were tried until Hilary Sittings. Sir J. Hanwun 
treated the intervention of the Long Vacation as the sole ground 
for making the application, and pointed out that that there were 
many other suitors in the same position as the present petitioner, 
who would have a claim to relief if the motion were to be granted. 
It is difficult to see why the jurisdiction to make absolute a deeree 
nisi should not be conferred, during the vacation, upon the regis- 
trars of the Division, in cases where the Queen’s Proctor does not 
intervene, and where there is no unusual delay or other exceptional 
feature in the case. 





AT THE ADJOURNED MEETING of the Incorporated Law Society, 
held on Thursday last, the following gentlemen were declared to 
be elected members of the council :—Mr. J. Hunrer, Mr. N. T. 
Lawrence, Mr. R. R. Dexs, Mr. T. Parez, Mr. R. Cuntirrs, 
Mr. W. Metmora Watters, Mr. J. Dopps, M.P., Mr. J, V. 
Lonesovane, Mr. J. App1son, Mr. C. C. Drvcx, and Mr. E. J. 
Bristow. 








We ate requested to state that the library of the Inner Temple will be 
Open from August 10 to 31, and from October 1 to 24, from ten four, 
closing at two on Saturdays; and in September it will be open ten 
to two, and will be elosed on Saturdays. 


According to Kemp's Mercantile Gastte the number of bills of sale 
published in England and Wales for the week ending July 29 was 946. 
The nomber in the corresponding week of last year waa 1,009, showing a 
decrease of 63, being » net deorease in 1882, to date, of 1,082, The namb 
published in Ireland for the same a was 30, The na@ber ib the 
responding week of last year was 37, showing a decrenve of 7, beitig 6 bo: 
decrease, in 1882, to date, of 247, 
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INJURIOUS AFFECTION OF LAND BY 
OBSTRUCTION OF ACCESS. 


WE recently considered the case of The Caledonian Railway Com- 
pany v. Watker’s Trustees (30 W. R. 569, L. R. 7 App. Cas. 259), 
in its relation to the general principles regulating cases of com- 
pensation. We now propose to deal with it in relation to prior 
decisions. 

It is a question of considerable practical, as well as theoretical, 
interest how far a supreme appellate tribunal—such as the House 
of Lords—ought to consider itself irrevocably bound by its own 
previous decisions. On the one hand, it would, no doubt, be pro- 
ductive of great mischief if the decisions of the House of Lords, 
upon identical facts, fluctuated from time to time according to the 
conclusions arrived at on each particular occasion by the members 
of the tribunal then present. On the other hand, difficulties do 
certainly arise from the operation of the rule which binds even 
the supreme tribunal by its own previous decisions. Some ease 
of exceptional nicety—a case inter apices—arises, and the court 
decides one way ; it is subsequently found, when itis sought to 
apply the principles of the decision to other somewhat different 
facts, that its soundness is doubtful, or that its application in many 
cases would produce hardship and mischief, and possibly on some 
slender distinction the former devision is not follewed. The 
theory of our law which makes previous decisions binding on a 
court of co-ordinate jurisdiction, or the same court, is undoubtedly 
very frequently modified or evaded in practice, but/then the 
mischief arises that in subsequent cases falling between the two 
really inconsistent decisions, there is very g difficulty in 
determining under which authority the tribunal will bring them. 

The case of The Caledonian Railway Company v. Walker's 
Trustees is one of a series of cases in which the difficulty to 
which we refer seems to have been felt, though, as we shall here 
after show, in our opinion, the decisions themselves in these cases 
may well stand together. In the course of the judgments in the 
House of Lords a great many cases are discussed, the names of 
which are “familiar in our ears as household words” in relation 
to the subject-matter involved. Indeed, the case we are discussing 
may be said to form the last word (if, indeed, it is the last word) 
in a famous contro The names of two of these cases will 
at once convey to the minds of those of our readers who 
are at all familiar with thé subject the nature of the con- 
troversy—viz., Ricket’s case (L. R. 2 H. L. 175), and 
Metropolitan Board of Worke v. McCarthy (L. R. 7 H. L. 243). 
In the latter case, when in the Exchequer Chamber, Lord 
Blackbum, then Blackburn, J., seems to have thought that 
there was in reality a conflict between the previous decision of the 
House of Lords in Ricket’s case and the decision of the Exchequer 
Chamber in Chamberlain’s case (2 B. & 8.617), but he followed the 
latter case beeause the House of Lords did not expressly overrule it. 
And, again, in thé casé we ate discussing he expressed an opinion 
that the decision in MeCarthy’s case in the House of bende, 
whieh followed Chamberlain's case, was irreconcileable with the 
decisions of the House of Lords in Ogilwy’s case (2 Macq. 229) 
and Risket’s case. The Lord Chancellor, in giving judgment in 
Caledonian Railway Company v. Watker’s Trustees, said: * It is 
your lordships’ duty to maintaii, as far as you possibly can, the 
authority of all former decisiois of this House, and although late 
decisions may have interpreted and limited the application of 
eatlier, they ought not (without some unavoidable necessity) to be 
treated a8 conflicting.”’ No objéction can be made to this doctrine 
in the abstract; but reading between the lines, and as it was 
intended to be applied, it reads somewhat like a delicate way of 
deprecating his noblé and leartied friend Lord Blackburn’s dis- 
position to call a spade a spade. We cannot help thinking that 
the actual decisions ate feally recontileable, though the grounds 
fot them may not o¢. The question involved in the cases to 
which we have referred is, how fhr the interference with the 
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doubt detériotited thereby. The 
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and we — gg opening and shutting of * 
at the crossing, the access to th was 
difficult and less commodious. The House of 


this case against the claim for compensation, Shancell 

in the case we are discussing seeks to But this My wy: apo iy 
ETinciple now well established by Brand’s case (L, B 4H bet ) 
—viz., that damage caused by the subsequent use of the works, as 
distinguished from their construction, is not the 2* 
i out that this can h 
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action, We cannot help doubting the soundness ef this 
looking at the ease ; but another ground was —* 
ever may have been the actual ground of the decision in alvy’s 
case, it seems to us that it may well stand with the * 
—viz., McCarthy's case and the case we are discussing—op t 
following ground. It is admitted in all the cases that to give a 
right to compensation there must be some actionable injury to the 
property as such, It seems to us that somewhat the same 
J.— applies as in the case of actions for damage to the re 
The prospective probability that some structure or othe 
used so as to be a nuisance to property did not at law give a righ 
of action for damage to the reversion, because is nq injury 
to the property itself. If a man built a large ling for the 
purpose of melting tallow close to a house, and even a it 80 as 
to create a nuisance, the owner of the reversion a 
because the building in itself can be no actionable wrong, 
it is used, a tight of action for inconvenience to the oceu- 
pier arises from time to time for each act of use, ig no 
cause of action for damage to the land given by the construction. 
So there is no actionable injury to the land by the mere constfye- 
tion of the railway. This comes, perhaps, to much the same th 
as the view that the compensation is co to ny at ata | i 
by the construction of the works, as distinguish from their use 
when constructed, but in any view of the case there séems no 
radical incompatibility between the decision in Ogilny’s ense and 
the later decisions. ; 
We must confess that there seems to us to be much greater 
difficulty in reconciling Ricket’s case with MeCarthy’s 
the recent case which suggested these observations, but we 
nevertheless, that without any absurdity they may be Lec 
The doctrine of the later cases, as sum in the \ 
to the recent ¢ase as reported in the Ldw hers 
summary again is really the definition given by Thesiger, lJ.» ia 
arguing McCarthy's case, and approved by Lord Cairns in gi 
judgment in that case), is that when the works as < 
interfere with the access to private property by a public 
or private way, and the value of the property, wrespeetive ay 
particular use which may be made of it, is so de 


5 
existence of that access as to be substantially diminished Ae 
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obstruction, then the owner is entitled to compensation for 
interference. 

The words we have italicized are substantially the * those 
used by Willes, J., in Beckett's case (L. R. 3 Cx P. 82 nod monet be 
taken to be intended to correspond with the 
Ricket’s case, and to represent the exception created by that a 
We have tried yery hard to persons clearly the upeu 
which such an exception might rest, and we we 
we understand it. It is, of course, easy in case after case f y 
to distinguish Ricket’s case, on the ground that in that ease the 
property was only damaged quoad a particular special purpose, 
but we want to arrive at the substantial distinction. Property is 


not valuable except for some purpose or putposés, Value is niéta 
general absolute quality, but involves relation t6 off or more 
uses. We cannot see the essential distinction b “ one 
and “seyeral’”’ uses for this case 
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or permanently damaged. It is to be observed that the obstruc- 
tion there — only and incidental, but hardly sufficient 
stress seems to us to have been laid on this on the various o*¢ca- 
sions on which the case has been discussed, though, no doubt, 
this distinction has been pointedly referred to. We cannot help 
thinking that the true view of the case principally depends on 
that fact. We doubt very much whether a sound distinction can 
be drawn with regard to the value of premises for a particular 
use as opposed to their value in general. But it seems to us that 
the true view is that, in Ricket’s case, there was no injurious 
affecting of the land itself. The erection of the hoarding may be 
likened to the temporary obstruction of the highway from time to 
time by the passage of trains. The owner is damaged in respect 
of his property, but there is no permanent injurious affection of 
the realty itself, immediately or mediately, through the alteration 
of other adjoining realty related thereto. The hoarding was 
probably fixed to the soil, but certainly it did not, in substance, 
differ in its effects from any large piece of personalty, such as a 
great piece of moveable machinery, which might, in the course of 
the construction of the works, have interfered with access to the 
public-house, or even from a great crowd of workmen filling up the 
street. 

We cannot believe that the true principle is to be found in the 
words of Erle, J.: “The trade carried on in the house is entirely 
distinct from the estate in the house.”’ No doubt, if the value of 
premises continues the same, though a particular trade is ruined by 
the construction of the works, there is no injurious affecting of the 
land ; but we think it a very different proposition to lay down that 
if the value of the premises is diminished merely by reason 
that a particular trade cannot be carried on there, there is 
necessarily no right to compensation. We think that Ricket’s 
case may still be regarded as good law, not because it was with 
reference to a particular use of the premises made by the owner 
thereof that this value was diminished, but because there really 
was no injurious affecting of the realty. The value of premises 
may be affected by something that affects the trade carried on 
there, but it does not follow that there is an injurious affecting 
of the premises themselves. For instance, suppose two or three 
of the customers of a public-house are robbed and murdered in 
an alley leading thereto. The house in consequence may get a 
bad name, and its trade be ruined. The actual value of the realty 
may thus be diminished, but no one would say that this was 
through anything that injuriously affected the realty. The land 
is affected by what is done to the trade; not the trade by what 
is done to the land. The temporary erection of a hoarding 
during works no doubt may, just as in the illustration given, affect 
the value of the land by affecting the trade and that permanently, 
but such temporary interference with the realty seems in sub- 
stance not analogous to a permanent structural alteration for this 

rpose ; it is incidental only to the execution of the works; the 
injurious affecting eontemplated by the statute seems to be some 
permanent physical alteration of the realty, either immediately or 
mediately, by the alteration of other realty having relation 
thereto. It seems to us that it would be unsafe to conclude that 
if in Ricket’s case the value of the premises had been diminished 
by reason of the particular trade carried on there being destroyed 
by a permanent interference with the access, there would have 
been no right of compensation. It seems to us the decisions may 
be reconciled on the ground of the substantial distinctions we 
suggest, but we abstain from expressing any opinion on the 
question whether they are all satisfactory in point of justice or 
expediency. The real secret of the difficulty which is found in 
the law on this subject is the substantial difficulty of reconciling 
the interest of the general public with that of the individual. 








Mr, Thomas Hughes, Q.C., the recently appointed judge of the County 
Court Circuit No. 9, commenced his duties on Wednesday, at Nantwich. On 
his Honour taking his seat, Mr. Martin, on bebalf of the solicitors of the court, 
congratulated him upon his appointment to the circuit, Mr, Hughes, in ac- 

eut, said he shared in the general regret that was felt at the cause 
of Mr. Yates’s retirement. He was much obliged for the kind words and 
tioners at the court with regard to himself, and 


he — sbould’| ye discha: 
le to discharge the duties devolving upon him so as 
to give general satisfaction. * — 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 


GUNPOWDER IN SLATE MINES, 
45 Vict. c. 83.—AN AcT TO AMEND THE LAW RELATING TO THE 
USE OF GUNPOWDER IN State Mines. [29th March, 1882). 


This Act merely gives power to a Secretary of State to exempt 
any slate mine (not all slate mines generally, as would appear 
from the incorrect marginal note), the owner or manager 
which shall have made application to him in that behalf, from 
“the general rule contained in sub-section 2 of section 23 of the 
Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 77), 
with respect to the use of gunpowder or other explosive substances, 
or any portion of such rule.” The sub-section in question will be 
found to be full and precise, directing that the explosives are not 
to be (a) stored in the mine, or (2) taken into the mine except in 
small quantities, or (c) used at one time in one place except in 
still smaller quantities, or (d) touched with iron or steel prickers 
“except in mines excepted from the operation of this section by 
the Secretary of State,” and (e) unrammed where a charge has 
missed fire. The application of the owner for the exemption is 
to be made public in the same manner as “ proposed special 
rules” must be published under the Mines Act—that is, by post- 
ing it conspicuously at or near the mine, and by supplying copies 
of it to workmen on application at the chief office. The exemp- 
tions may be revoked at any time, but the revocations are not to 
come into force until notice has been posted up at the mine for 
twenty-four hours. A list of the exemptions granted or revoked 
is to be set forth by the inspector of the district in his annual 
report. This statute and the Mines Acts may be well compared 
with the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, by those who are 
interested in observing the working of the concurrent control of 
Parliament and public offices over dangerous or unhealthy employ- 
ments. 





METROPOLITAN BOARD OF WORKS. 

45 Vict. c. 14.—An Acr To conFER FurTHER PowERs UPON 

THE Boarp oF WoRKs WITH RESPECT TO STREETS AND 

Bui~pines 1n THE Merrorouis. [19th June, 1882.] 

This Act contains no less than twenty-seven sections, and is 
divided into four “ parts.” The amendments of the law which it 
contains, however, will not be found to be of a very important 
character. The principal provisions are as follows :—By section 
5, the Metropolitan Board of Works has power to name and 
number streets, on default of vestries and district boards in com- 
plying with an order of the Board under section 87 of the Metro- 
polis Management Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 120). By section 
9, the Board may annex conditions as to the space to be left open 
where a building is erected beyond the “ general or regular line ” 
of buildings in a street, and, after default in the fulfilling of any of 
such conditions, may procure an order from a justice of the peace 
directing the demolition of the building by the owner, and, in 
default of the building being demolished “ within the time limited 
by such order,” the Board may forthwith enter the premises to 
which the order relates and demolish the building themselves. 
This is a very stringent provision, and although the order may not 
be made without a previous summons requiring the owner to 
appear, sufficient regard appears scarcely to have been had to the 
rights of owners, which ap to be placed under the complete 
discretionary control of the justices. Somewhat similar provisions 
are contained in section 17 with respect to cases “ where a build- 
ing or structure is ruinous, or so far dilapidated as thereby to have 
become and to be unfit for use or occupation, or is from neglect or 
otherwise in a structural condition prejudicial to the property in, 
or to the inhabitants of, the neighbourhood,” but in such cases, of 
course, the summary interference of the Board is almost a matter 
of necessity. The remaining sections of the Act extend the open 
space to be required to be attached to dwelling-houses (section 14) ; 
remove a restriction as to the position of hot-water pipes “in the 
case of pipes for conveying hot water or steam at low pressure” 
(section 16); make better provision for the settlement of differences 
between building and adjoining owners (section 21), and otherwise 
amend the Metropolitan Management and Building Acts in 
details of little consequence. 
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FELO DE SE. 


45 & 46 Vior. c. 19.—An Act To AMEND THE LAW RELATING 
TO THE INTERMENT OF ANY PERSON FOUND FELO DE SE. 
[8rd July, 1882. ] 


The preamble to this Act recites that a further alteration of the 
law of its subject-matter is expedient ; and a reference to 9 Geo. 4, 
c, 52, which is repealed but re-enacted with omissions and additions 
by the Act, will show that considerable amendments were effected 
long ago. The old law was that the felo de se was buried in a high- 
way with a stake driven through his body. This barbarity was 
abolished by 9 Geo. 4, e. 52, but that Act still prescribed a 
private burial between nine and twelve at night within twenty- 
four hours of the verdict of the coroner’s jury. The present Act 
assimilates the mode of burial, so far as the civil law is concerned, 
to the ordinary mode of burial “in the churchyard or other 
burial ground of the parish or place in which the remains of 
the felo de se might, by the laws or custom of England, be 
interred if the verdict of felo de se had not been found.” The 
ecclesiastical law is dealt with by sections 3 and 4, which pro- 
vide for the interment “in any of the ways prescribed or 
authorized by the Burial Laws Amendment Act, 1880,” but also 
direct that, “save as aforesaid, nothing herein contained shall 
authorize the performing of any of the rites of Christian burial.” 
Turning to the Burial Act of 1880, we find that section 13 of 
that Act relieves the clergy of the Church of England from any 
ecclesiastical penalties for using, “in any case where the office 
for the burial of the dead, according to the rites of the Church 

‘of England, may not be used,” such service out of the Prayer 
Book or Bible “as may be prescribed or approved of by the 
Ordinary.” Amongst the cases where the conden Burial Service 
may not be used, the rubric prefixed to that service designates the 
case of persons who “have laid violent hands on themselves,” 
and the section seems to have reference to this rubric. In cases 
where the ordinary has prescribed no form, it seems that no ser- 
vice can be performed by a clergyman of the Church of England. 
If the felo de se should have died out of communion with the 
Church, however, the burial may take place, by the effect of 
section 8 of the present Act and section 6 of the Burial Act 
of 1880, either without any religious service, or with such 
Christian and orderly religious service (performed by a Noncon- 
—— minister) as the person having charge of the burial shall 


POOR RATES. 


45 & 46 Vict. c. 20.—An Act To AMEND THE Poor Rate 
ASSESSMENT AND Co.tecTion Act, 1869. [8rd July, 1882]. 


This Act is short but important. It contains two enacting 
sections only, one getting rid of the effect of Werburgh Overseers v. 
Hutchinson (L. R. 5 Ex. D. 19) and Hare v. Putney Overseers (L. 
R. 7 Q. B. D. 223), in which it was held that an outgoing occupier 
was liable for the whole of a rate, although he might not be imme- 
diately succeeded in his occupation by an incomer ; and the other 
getting rid of the effect of Reg v. Dyott (L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 47), in 
which it was held that there could be no publication of a rate 
within the meaning of 17 Geo. 2, c. 3, as amended by 7 Will. 4 
and 1 Vict. c. 45, and therefore no rate at all by virtue of 
the first-named statute, in a parish which possessed neither 
church norchapel. The title of the statute shows that the second 
enactment was added while the Bill was passing through Parlia- 
ment. The meaning of it is simply to reverse the case law as 
laid down in the decisions we have referred to. With regard to 
the publication of the rate, we may repeat what we said on a 
former occasion, that publication in a Nonconformist chapel 
will not be sufficient. “Chapel” in an Act of Parliament 
means a chapel of ease or other chapel in connection with 
the Church of England. The Legislature has, in some cases— 
e.g.,for the purposes of the parliamentary registration—recog- 
nized the desirability of publication of notices upon the doors of 
Dissenting chapels, but has, in such cases, employed such unam- 
biguous expressions as “every chapel, including places of public 
worship which do not belong to the Established Church” (6 Vict. 
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REVIEWS. 


WILSON’S JUDICATURE ACTS, 


Wuzson's Supreme Court or Jupicature Acts, ArpsLLats JuRispicrion 
Act, 1876, Rutzs or Court anp Forms, wira oruer Acts, Unpsrs, 
Rures, anD REGULATIONS RELATING TO THE Supreme Court. With 
Practical Notes. Turp Epirton. By M. D. Caatuens, Barrister-at- 
a assisted by Hersert Lusu-Witson, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 

ns, . 

The addition of 100 pages or s0 to this edition of Wilson has not 

deprived the book of the handiness which has always been one of its 
characteristics, but we cannot help looking with apprehension on its 
growing size. So far as this is the result of the ever-increasing mass of 
parliamentary and judicial legislation and decision, it is, of course, 
unavoidable, but we regret to discern some tendency in the earlier part 
of the work to swelling out the notes with unnecessary matter. For 
instance, in the last edition Mr. Wilson appended to section 25, sub-section 
(6), a note of a few lines, stating that “this sub-section does not make 
anything an assignment which was not an assignment before, either at 
law or in equity,” referring to Schroeder's case. We have now a note of 
about a page in length, commencing with a statement of the rule before 
the Judicature Act as to the assignment of a chose in action; then pro- 
ceeding to notice the provisions of the Policies of Assurance Act, 1867, 
the Policies of Marine Insurance Act, 1868, and the provisions of 
section 27 of the Conveyancing Act. ll this information upon the 
general subject of the assignment of choses in action is, we venture to 
suggest, nearly useless ; for if the practitioner wants information as to 
this general subject, he is not likely to seek it in a book on the Jadicature 
Acts, and the student is certain to prefer the information given in works 
specially intended for him. In the first edition of a commentary on a 
new statute some short reference to the previous state of the law is 
allowable, but the less there is of it in subsequent editions the better. 
Even some of Mr. Wilson’s admirable notes on the statute of 1873 might, 
we think, now be abridged in this respect with advantage. We should also 
like to see removed from the next edition all notes or portions of notes 
which are mere paraphrases of legislative provisions. Since the Con- 
veyancing Act there has come iuto vogue a style of note which is 
wearisome and irritating in the highest degree. If a section were, say, 
to abolish acknowledgments by married women, a learned commentator 
would be certain to observe in his note that “by this section provision is 
made for the abolition of acknowledgments by married women.” Mr. 
Chalmers’ notes to the Act are not altogether free from this kind of 
remark, but it is happily very infrequent, 
Having said so much in the way of criticism, we may now bear testi- 
mony to the merits of the present edition. The notes to the rules are 
very well edited. We have often had occasion to remark that if a case 
is referred to in a book of practice, the reader should always be 
briefly informed of the effect of the decision, and should not be told to 
‘‘see Jones v. Smith.” This rule has been well observed by Mr. 
Chalmers in his notes to the rules. Usually the exact point decided is 
stated, and where this is not done the reader is nearly always told the 
general subject to which the case relates. We have missed no case for 
which we bave looked, and have found the effect of the decisions stated 
with accuracy and terseness. The rules, forms, and orders issued since 
the last edition (including the recent Practice Masters’ Rules) are given 
in full, The index seems to have been entirely re-modelled, and is 
very convenient and well-arranged. 





BANKERS, 


Grant's Treatise on THE Law Retatine to Banxers. Fourts Eprrion. 
By Cuaupe O. M. Prumprns, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


The first edition of this work was published in 1856, being, as the 
author stated in his preface, “ the result of an endeavour to compile the 
law relating to the business of banking as gathered from statutes and 
the decisions at common law, in equity, and in bankruptcy,” in which 
endeavour the author. conceived it to be his first duty to aim at 
“ practical utility,” and gave certain “rules, suggestions, and cautions 
for the conduct of bankers, as much as possible in the 
language of business, divested of legal technicalities.” The second and 
third editions were the work of Mr. R. A. Fisher, and the third edition 
was issued in 1873. In the nine years which have passed since that date 
many cases of great importance have been decided, and the Crossed 
Cheques Act and two Bankers’ Books Evidence Acts have been passed. 
The present editor has “‘ endeavoured to follow as nearly as possible 
arrangement adopted in the previous editions,” with necessary altera- 
tions ; being ‘‘obliged to curtail or merely refer to many cases 
hitherto cited as authorities, so as to afford space for fresh matter,” re- 
writing the chapter on bankruptcy, and adding a new chapter on bills of 
sale, together with the Act of 1878 in extenso in the appendix; which new 
chapter perhaps might have been dispensed with as not sufficiently 


z 





c. 18, 8. 23). 





cognate to the subject-matter of the book. 
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We may state at the outset that only in one instance have we 
failed to discover any of the cases for which we have searched, but 
the general mode of execution is best tested by seeing how the particular 
cases and statutes have been dealt with. The Crossed Cheques Act is 
very well treated, but we cannot speak so well of the Evidence Act. 
The heading “ Books” finds no place in the index; Harding v. Willioms 
(L. RB. 14h. D. 197)—the correctness uf which may be gravely doubted 
—is curtly dispatched in a short note, and the whole Act has only four 
lines given to it in the text. Next, we will take Hopkinson v. Foster 
(L. R. 19 Hg. 74), in which it was held, before the Judicature Act, that a 
cheque is not an equitable assignment of the drawer’s balance. Mr. 
Plamptre, though he cites Schroeder v. Central Bank of London (24 
W, R. 710), in which it was held that the Judicature Acts did not alter 
the law, does not, we think, sufficiently indicate the effect of that 
decision, and unfortunately adds, after stating the effect of Hopkinson v. 
Foster, that, ‘‘now, by section 25 of the Judicature Act, . . . all 
debts are assignabie.’’ Moreover, the reader would probably like to know 
whether the effect of Hopkinson v. Foster really is that, if a customer 
having £1,000 balance draws a cheque for £1,001, the banker is justified 
in dishonouring the cheque. We find nothing about this under the 
head ‘‘ Balance” in the index. Then, so important a case as 
Suffell v. Bank of England (30 W. R. 48), decided on July 4, 1881, 
ought to have been fully dealt with in a book bearing 1882 on the title- 
page, Itis included, though too briefly, in the addenda, On the whole, 
we regret that we cannot bestow any very high praise on this edition, 
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LIABILITY OF EMPLOYERS. 


A Scummany or THe Law or tue Lisnitiry or Empioyers ror PersonaL 
Insvnizes. By W. Howtanp Ronertrs and Gzorce Henry Wattace. 
Barristers-at-Law. Reeves & Turncr. 

We can cordially recommend this little treatise to all persons interested 
in its subject. The very latest cases will be found, and the important 
case of Griffiths y. Ear! Dudley, at the date of publication unreported, 
is given at length. There is also a valuable note on “ Insurers under the 
Act of 1880.” One fault we have to find, however, is that the authors 
are much too diffuse, Thus, they anticipated the result of Lord Dudley's 
case correctly indeed, but at such length that it might be supposed they 
were doubtful of their own conclusions. Another fault is, that in 
citing Couch v. Steel (3 E. & B. 402), a well-known decision on the 
repealed 7 & 8 Vict. ¢. 112, they omit to say whether or not the decision 
applies to the correspouding section of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1854, or even to mention whether that Act contains a corresponding 
section at all, 


MEW’S DIGEST, 


A Dicest or raz Revrortep Decisions or ALL THE CouRTS, INCLUDING A 
Sevection Prom tHe Inisu (BEinG A ConTINVATION oF FisHenr's Digest), 
&c., puxinc THE Year 1881. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. H. 
Sweet, 

This is certainly in design one of the most complete digests in 
existence. It not only contains all the English cases of the year (with 
references to all the series of reports), and the leading Irish cases 
arranged under general headings with numerous sub- heads, but also a 
short statement of the effect of the statutes of the year and the orders 
and rules of court. The Digest is not confined to the head-notes of cases, 
for numerous dicta are collected under various headings. ‘Che Digest is 
followed by elaborate tables of cases iu the Consolidated Digest for 1870- 
80, affirmed, reversed, or varied by the decisions reported in 1881 ; cases 
in the Digest for 1880 affirmed, reversed, or varied; cases followed and 
approved, and, lastly, very valuable lists of ‘‘ cases not followed, over- 
ruled, and questioned,” ‘‘ cases explained and commented on,” and “‘ cases 
distinguished.” With regard to the execation of the work, the general 
headings are sufficient in number and usually well selected. The reader 
is tolerably sure to find his way very speedily to any class of cases he 
may wish to examine, The sub-heads to the more important heads do 
not appear to have been always selected with equal judgment, or 
arranged very carefully. Thus, to take the heading ‘‘ Landlord and 
Tenaut,” the sub-heads are (1) creation of tenancy, which is again sub- 
divided into agreements for leases, leases, and implied tenancies ; followed 
by (2) covenants; (3) rent; (4) rights and liabilities of landlord and 
tenant; and (5) termination of tenancy. The second and third heads should 
have been sub-heads to the fourth head. Similarly, under the head 
‘** Trust and Trustee” the case placed under the sub-head “ Relation of 
Co-trustees ” should clearly have come under the sub-head “ Liability 
of Trustees.” The statement of the cases is generally very satisfactory. 
The cross-references are numerous, and usually accurately express the 
substance of the case referred to, though to this we must make an 
exception in the case of Oceanic Steam Navigation Company v. Suther- 
b-rry {column 437), which we should not recognize by the description, 
‘ Trust ereated by parting with leaseholds of deceused by executor 
or admipistrator.” The several tables of cases followed, overruled, and 
explained represent a large amount of labour, and although we have 
applied various teste to them we have not found them deficient, 








] which they knew to be bid, among the assets of ths company as good debts, 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


SURVEYORS OF HIGHWAYS—LIABILITY TO REPAIR 
FENCES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have had oceasion to conault text-books latterly upon the ques. 
tion of the liability of a surveyor of highways for the repair of fences on 
the side of a highway, and have been much struck with the absenee of 
either statutory or case authority on the subject. So far as my researches 
extend, I have not been able to discover any distinct case bearing upon 
the liability alluded to. 

A surveyor of highways appears to be in considerable difficulty, for 
however willing he may be to accept tho liability, he is subject to his 
accounts being audited and surcharged in respect of payments improperly 
made. At the present time, I know a surveyor of highways who, 
positively not being able to satisfy himself upon the point of liability to 
repair fences, has allowed certain fences to remain in a bad state of 
repair, in order that someone may take proceedings against him, so that 
his liability may be ascertained. 

I suppose that the highways have been made, originally, through some- 
one’s property, and it would, on the construction of euch roads, be neces- 
sary for fences to be made on ench side of the roads to protect the 
adjoining property, but who would make these fences originally, aud who 
continue to repair them, seems to be a question of some doabt, 

I think Iread, within the last month, of a case deciding the question 
of liability of surveyors of highways to repair milestones, whereiu a 
recent Act of Parliament was quoted having reference to milestones and 
also to fences, Can any reader remind me of this case, and give me the 
number and reference to the statute, and any other information on the 
subject of a surveyor of highways’ liability to repair fences adjoining 
highways, or any reference to cases and text- books ? Eroo. 

(The Act referred to ie, probably, the Act of the present session, 45 & 
46 Vict. c. 27, as to fencing dangerous places near highways: see ante, 
p. 609.—Eb. 8, J.J 





“LAND OF ANY TENURE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—With reference to the doubt expressed by you in the article on 
section 18 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, con- 
tained in your issue of July 15, as to whether the expression “land of 
any tenure” in the interpretation clause of that Act would include a 
leasehold interest, allow me to remind you that the same expression, 
“ land of any tenure,” occurs in the 23rd section of the Bankruptey Act, 
1869, the section relating to the disclaimer of onerous property. Ina that 
case it is, of course, beyond doubt that these words apply to all sorts of 
leasehold interests inland. It has even been held recently that a dis- 
claimer under this section will operate as a surrender of personal chattels 
leased with land to the bankrupt. (See Ha parte Allen, In re Fussell, 30 
W. R. 601, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 341.) A. J, Spencer. 

Lincolu's-inn, Aug. 1. 


[See remarks elsewhere.—Eb. S, J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Compary—Winpixe vp—Drrecrox—Breacu or Taust—Misrsasancn 
—Paxment or Divipenps ovr or CapiraL—Companigs Acr, 1862, 8. 165. 
—In a case of In re The Exshange Banking Company, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 26th ult., the question arose whether, in the winding up of a 
company, the directors could, under section 165 of the Companies Act, 1862, 
be compelled to pay to the liquidator moneys which they had improperly paid 
by way of dividend to the shareholders out of the capital of the company, no 
profits having been made, on the ground that they had been guilty of a breach 
of trast or misfeasance inso doing. Bacon, V.C, held that the tors were 
jointly liable to pay the moneys in question, and the Court of Appeal 
(Jesser, M.R., and Brerr and Corton, L.JJ) affirmed bis dec'sion, exceps 
that they heid that the directors were severally as well as jointly liable. It was 
contended that Jn re The National Funds Assurance Company (27 W. B. 302, 
L. R.10 Ch. D. 118) would have been differently decided if it had been 
derided after the decision of the Court of Appeel in Coventry and Dizon's case 
(28 W. R, 775, L. K. 14 Ch. D, 660); that section 165 created no new 
right against directors, but was intended only to provide a sammary mode of 
enforcing jan old right, and it was said that in an action by the liquidator, 
as representing the company, against the directors, it would have been a good 
answer that all the shareliolders, by receiving the dividends, had acquiesced 
in the breach of trust. At any rate, only the dividends received by the direc- 
tors themselves covld be recovered. Jessgt, M,.R., said the question was 
whether the Vice-Uhancellor had authority to make the order. ‘Toe directors 
hai for several years before the winding up of the company, been in the babit 
of providing false halen-e-sheets. had entered a number of debis, 
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order that the directors should pay to him the sums thus paid away as divi- 
dends, and the Vice-Chancellor, fellowing In re The National Funds Assurance 
Company, had made the order. The ground of the appeal was that that case 
was decided before the decision of the Court of Appeal in Coventry and Dixon's 
case, and that that case had decided (as his lordship thought it did decide) 
that, under section 165 of the Companies Act, 1862, directors could not be 
made liable for anything for which they would not have been liable independ- 
ently of the section, bat that that section only provided a summary mode of 
enforcing the liability. It did not, however, decide that directors could not 
be made liable for anything for which they would not have been liable inde - 
pendently of the Act of 1862, If the decision in Jn re The National Funds 
Assurance Company had been founded only on some new equity arising under 
section 165 it could not now stand. But it appeared to his lordship that it 
was founded on an equity quite independent of that section. The case might 
be put shortly thus :—A company formed under the Act of 1862, with limited 
liability, declared by its memorandum of association that its capital of a cer- 
tein amount was to be appropriated to the carrying on of its business. It 
could not alter the memorandum by diminishing the amount of the capital, 
and, looking at the machinery supplied by the subsequent Act of 1867 for 

the reduction of the capital of a company with the sanction of the conrt, 
it was plainly the intention of the Legi-lature that the capital of a company 
was not to be returned to the shareholders without the sanction of the court. 
The capital could not be returned to the shareholders at all so long as the 
company was carrying on business. It followed that no sanction to such a 
return of capital, given by a general meeting of the shareholders, was of any 
validity at all. It being beyond the powers of the company, the sanction of 
a general meeting could not make it within its powers. Therefore, 
even if the shareholders knew the facts, they could not authorize such a thing 
to be done. And there was another reason why it could not be done, 
There was either an implied contract with the credito:s, or a representa- 
tion made to them, upon which they acted, and on the faith of 
this implied contract or representation they gave crdit to the 
company. There was no other debtor to them ; the impalpable corporation 

bad no property but itscapital. The creditor trusted to the capitel, or to the 
company, on the faith of the implied contract or representation as to the amount 
of the capital, it did not matter which it was called. And the creditor had 
the 1ight to compel the corporation to keep its capits], and not to return it to 
the shareboldcrs, ard had a remedy against the directors if they misapplicd 
the capital in that way, though possibly that reredy might not be available 
without a judgment. It seemed to follow that directors who had improrerly 
paid away assets of the company in that way were liable to repay what they 
had so paid, and it was immaterial whether the shareholders could compel 
them to do go if there was no winding up. Were the directors the less liable 
because the liquidator represented, not only the whole company, but also the 
creditors ? In an ordinary case—i.e., when the shareholders had acted on 
the representation of the direc'ors, the liquidator, as representing the company, 
eould compel the directors to repay. It was quite possible that a com- 
pany wight have been ruined by a retarn of capital improperly made in con- 
sequence of the false representations of the directors, and it might well happen 
that the shareholders as such might have a right to complain, It was not 
necessary to refer to previous decisions to show the principles on which direc- 
tors were liable in such cases, but his lordship thought the true view was that 
of an implied contract with the creditors, ced, if so, Evans v. Coventry (8 
D. M. & G. 885) was in point. His lordship thought the Vice-Chancellor’s 
order was right, except that the directors should be made jointly and severally 
liable, and not merely jointly. Baxzrt, L.J., did not doubt that the payment 
of the dividends out of capital wes breach of trust. It was said that the 
shareholders, by accepting the dividends, had acquiesced in or ratified the pay- 
ment. But their assent was obtained by means of untrue accounts shown to 
them, which they did not know to be untrue, and there could be no ratification 
in that way. Even if they had known the facts, his lordsbip thought that the 
sharebolders acting as such covld not ratify the payments, If they eculd do 
80, the liquidator could still complain as the company itself could have done, 
forthe aggregate shareholders were not the corporation, The individus 

chareholders t change from time to time, end if the shareholders remained 
the same, still the company could sue the directors, who were trustees for the 
compeny, and not for any individual members of it. His lordship thought 
that the liquidator represented the company for the purpose of obtaining any- 
thing to which the company was entitled, and also in regard to its duty to 
its ereditors. It was his duty to do that which the company ought to do to obtain 
the return of a:sets which ought to be applied in paying the creditors. 
The case was clearly within section 165, not cn the ground that there had 
been a tort or misfeasance by the directors, but a breach of trust. These 
might be persons who came witbin section 165 eho were not guilty of a breach 
of trust, because they were not trustees for the company, but whenever the 
act which came within section 165 was committed by a trustee for the company 
there must be a breach of trust more or lees virulent, and the Statute of Limita- 
tions conld rot apply. Corton, L.J., ssid thet there bad been a misappli- 
Cation of the funds oftbecompany. The funds ought to be dealt with for 
the purpose of the business of the ec mpany, end they bad teen misapplied, 
and the conrt had power to direct that the funds which }ad been misapplied 
shovld be brovght back by the diectors who hed misapplied them. It 
was sid that they were liable to 1¢pay or ly what they had 2 their own 
pockets, net what they had paid to other shareholders. a trustee who 
commited a breach of trust wes liable for what he paid to other persone, Then 
it was said that the payment wes made to all the m+ mbers of the corporation, 


that it had been ccenfirmed by a general meeting of the sharebolders, and 
that the corporation 


could not, after that, sue for it. But there could be no con- 








holders who had received the money. But the corporation 
very different from the ndividnal shareholders, or the 


* 
i 


holders. The ease would be very different if the money was 20~ wanted for 
the purpose of dividing it among the shareholders, but it was wanted to 
the debts of the company.—Souicitors, Goldring ¢ Mitchell ; Clarke, W. 


cock, & Ryland, 

Restrictive Covenant—Use oF Proprrerany Caarst—" Reovian” 
‘Crescrman.—In a case of The Governors of the 
Dunbar, before the Court of Appeal on the 28th ult., the decision 
J, (noted ante, p, 531), was affirmed. The question was as to 
of the words “ regular clergyman of the Church of Eegland” in 
by the lessee of a proprietary chapel restricting the use of the building. 
appeal was from an order restraining the defendant from officiating 
forming Divine service in the chapel in question. The i 
lessors of the chapel, the defendant was an assignee of the 
which was made in 1802, for a term of ninety-nine 
nant that the lessee “should not at any time 
clergyman or person to officiate in the chapel or perform 
therein but such as should be a regular «lergyman of the Charch of England’ 
In January, 1880, the defendant wrote to the of 
licence granted to him in 1877, and this resignation 
he had, in fact, teen prohibited by the bishop from perform 
diocese, The vicar of the pate Ng in answer to a qoestion whether 
defendant had asked bis leave to officiate in the parish, bad 
had net done so, and that such leave would have been re 
for it ; but, on the other hand, the ge ty —“ — —, 
vicar’s consent, and thet such consent, wh ven, could n revo. 
apnulled, Shortly after the revocation of we licence the —2 
the chapel as a place of meeting for religious w but the 
Geveral afterwards cancelled the registration, having received & 


ital 


a 
VF 


i 
TH 


! 
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the chapel had ceased to be used for religious w Chitty, J., was 
opinion that the word ‘‘regnlar” was nsed as @ the 
‘*peraon,” and said that, as he understoo! the law, a clergyman of the Church 
of England must be duly ordained and also licensed by before be 
was at liberty to perform Divine servige or to . That was the etclesi- 


astical Jaw, and the law of the land. The ant was gee he 
in fact, had been prohibited, and there was, therefore, io bis case qn absence 
of some of the legally requisite qpalifications. It —— oa —* 
that as the defendant had been daly ordained by a p of the 
Charch (the Bishop of Ceylon), there was no sense in which it could ‘be aid 


that he wes not a “regolar” clergyman of the Church of . Th 
mere fact that he bad himself resigned his licence, or @¥en the licence 
had been revoked by the bisbop, could not undo his orders, The word 


“ regular,” so far as it was not surplasage, merely meant “ 
and if it had been intended by the lessor that this chapel 
served by “‘licensed” clergymen, it would have been 80 

lease. Neither the bishop nor the vicar had taken any 

the defendant from officiating in this chapel. Jzssxt, M.R, that what 
was the meaning of the draftsman and what was the meai of the lesser 
and lessee when they signed that lease be did not know, nor was be concerned 
toinquire. All he a to ow out, if he conld, * what was * 

of the expression used. The expression xegular 

expression, and one be never saw before; and, as far as he could fad 
nobody ever saw it before, for bis lordship had looked at a front 
on the subject, and the expression was not to be found in any 
first difficulty in the appellant's way was that bey RE bad 
meaning on the word “regular.” He bad held — 
person who could officiate in that place without being 
could properly{officiate. That was an intelligible meaning, 
the word. The appellant gave no effect to it, and could 
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quite extraordinary and new, it mast be assumed it { 
ing; and, no other meaning being suggested, and that being 
ing, he thovght it ought to prev he facts were very 
that view. No one had a right to perform Divine service 
ever regularly ordained as a clergyman 
haviog obtained two thi licence 
which was a licence in law, of the vicar of the 
performed Divine service in that cha 
that is, according to law. He w % 
bishop, of an ecclesiastical offence ; 
invasion of the rights of the vicar of 
in his parish without his consent. T 
seemed to his lordship plain that 
English law and according to 

part of the English law, disabled 
chapel. It wasno answer to say that the 

—viz., she — — 

a bit moro regular or proper. —— 
not choose to go to the expense and 

Tt must be taken that the bishop 
officiating, and that being so, it was a breach 
ing attributed to the word “ 
L.J., said that if the word “regular” was 
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elereyman of the Church of England it had no meaning, becaus? a clergyman 
of the Church of England must be a regular clergyinan of the Church of 
England, or else he was not a clergyman at all. But the word was part of a 
covenant in a lease of a proprietary chapel, and, therefore, it was used with 
regard to the clergyman who was to perform duty in that chapel in relation to 
the chapel. The meaning of it then was that he must not only be a clergy- 
man of the Church of England, but a clergyman of the Church of England 
who might perform duty in that church without its being irregular that he 
should do so, It had not, his lordship thought, anything to do with the 
doctrines which be might preach, whether his doctrine might be 
irregular or not, but it was with relation to his doing duty at all in the 
ehurch ; and, therefore, it was a covenant that he should rot do duty in 
that church if it would be irregular for him to do duty at all as a clergyman 
of the Church of England in that church. That was a question of ecclesi- 
astical Jaw, and he con!d not perform daty in such a chapel regularly unless 
he had the licence of the bishop and the consent of the vicar of the parish, 
Therefore, no other meaning could be attributed to the covenant than that 
the person must not only be a clergyman of the Church of England, but 
must also be a clergyman who could, without ecclesiastical irregularity, per- 
form service in that chapel—that is, he must be a person licensed by the 
bishop, and who had the consent of the vicar. Corton, L.J., said that the 
term “regular clergyman” was not confined to a clergyman who was duly 
ordained, but it required that he should be regular in performing Divine 
service, not with reference to the doctrine he preached, but regular in perform- 
ing in the proper way tbe service in the chapel. He could not do that 
without the licence of the bishop. Therefore, if that had been withdrawn, he 
was not, in his lordsbip’s opinion, within the meaning of this covenant, a 
regular clergyman of the Church of England. — Soxicrrors, Simpson, 
Hammond & Co. ; A. D. Smith & Wood ; Hume, Bird, & Co. 





Practice — ADMINISTRATION JUDGMENT—SvuBSEQUENT DISCOVERY OF 
Later WILL oF TesTaToR AND RevocaTION oF PROBATE—A¥PEAL.—In a 
case of Dean v. Wright, before the Court of Appeal on the 2nd inst., a ques- 
tion srose as to the proper mode of procedure under the following circumstances, 
On the 12th of April, 1881, probate of a will, dated the 16th of November, 
1869, of a testator was granted to his sister, who was named as executrix. 
An action was afterwards brought by some of the beneficiaries, against the 
executrix and other beneficiaries, to administer the e-tate of the testator, and 
judgment for administration was pronounced on the 14th of January, 1882. 
After this judgment had been passed and entered a will of the testator, dated 
the 8th of May, 1875, was discovered, which made different dispositions. 
Application was then made to the Probate Division, and the probate of the 
earlier will was revoked, and letters of administration, with the later will 
annexed, were granted to a daughter of the testator, who was one of the plain- 
tiffs in the action. An application was then made to the Court of Appeal, by 
way of appeal, to discharge the judgment for administration and to dismiss the 
action. Advertisements had been issued, but no creditor had come in to prove 
under the judgment. The defendants did not oppose the application, but 
asked that provision might be made for the payment of their costs, The court 
at first doubted whether it could entertain an appeal, on the ground that the 
judgment was wrong only by reason of a fact (the revocation of probate and 
the grant of administration) which had happened after the judgment was pro- 


nounced, and suggested that it would be sufficient to stay all proceedings | 


under the judgment. It was, however, urged that the judgment would affect 
the title to real estate of the testator, and that, in fact, the judgment was 
erroneous, because the earlier will had been revoked by the later one before it 
was pronounced, though the discovery of this fact wes not made, and the 
grant of probate was not revoked till after the judgment. Ultimately the 
e urt (Jesset, M.R., and Brerr and Corron, L.JJ.), discharged the adminis- 
tration judgment and dismissed the action, on the undertaking of the admin- 
istra'rix to pay the costs of the defendants out of the testator’s assets.— 
Soxicirors, Chester, Mayhew, ¢ Co, 





Morrcacr—Szcuriry on Two Estares—Contrisution.—In a case of Dun. 
lop v. Dunlop, before the Court of Appeai on the 2nd inst., a question arose as to 
oontribution between two properties liable to the payment of the same debt. The 
action was brought for the administration of the real and personal estate of a 
testator, who died in August, 1878. He had some real estate in Westmore- 
land, ani he held some shares in the Manchester and Liverpool District Bank- 
ing Company. The deed of settlement of the company, dated February 22, 
1843, provided that every shareholder should, on demand by the directors, 
pay to the company all debts due from him, and that the shares of every 
shareholder who should omit so to do, and every dividend and bonus declared 
upon them should be liable to be forfeited to the company for the benefit of 
the other shareholders, and that every proprietor whose shares should so 
become forfeited should be thereupon considered as expelled from the company, 
but the forfeiture of the shares and the expulsion of the proprietor should not 
be conridered as discharging him from the payment of the debt due from him 
to the company, or from any action for obtaining payment of the same, or 
from any further liability in respect of the shares, but that he should remain 
liable in respect of the debt and the shares as if there had been no such 
forfeiture or expulsion. There was another provision that the holder of shares 
might tiansfer the sharee, provided that he should have previously paid every 
sum of money due from him to the company, including calls on shares. The 
testator had borrowed £10,000 from the bank, without any security, except 
scch as arcse out of the above-mentioned provisions of the deed of settlement, 
He afterwards borrowed a fur:her sum of £24,000 from the bank, depositing 
with them as security the title deeds of his Westmoreland property. At his 
death there was more taan £80,000 due from him to the bank. ‘The bank 
had made no demand for payment. The devisee of the testator’s Westmore- 
land estates claimed to have the debt due to the bank borne rateably by that 








property and the bink shares, which were included in the testator’s residuary 
bequest. Chitty, J., decided against the clain. He was of opinion that the 
above provisions of the deed of settlement did not give the bank any 
charge or lien on the shares, and that, if there was any charge or 
lien, it did not stand on an equality with the specific charge created 
by the equitable mortgage, and that, consequently, there was no 
right in the owner of tho mortgaged estate to call on the owner of 
the ehares to contribute to satisfy the debt. The Court of Appeal 
(JzsseL, M.R., and Brerr and Corron, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
JesseL, M.R., said that the provisions of the deed of settlement were some- 
what peculiar, but he was unable to imagine any language more clear than 
that of the forfeiture clause, whatever might be thought of its abstraot justice. 
It was clear that if the company forfeited shares for non-payment of a debt 
due by the shareholder the debt still remaioed due; aot a shilling of it was 
paid by the forfeiture. His lordship did not see how this provision could be 
called a security for the debt. The forfeiture was a penalty for non-payment 
ofthe debt. The other clause of the deed carried the matter no further. It 
did not impose any penalty on the shareholder, but it conferred on bim the 
privilege of transferring the shares on the condition of his paying all debts due 
by him to the company. It did not provide for payment of the debt. It 
was only an inducement to the shareholder to pay it. His lordship could not 
see how it created any charge or lien on the shares. If the forfeited shares 
were sold by the company, there was no provision that the proceeds of sale 
should be applied in payment of the debt. Bat, assuming that a charge or 
lien on the —* was created, what wasits nature? It could not be put 
higher than a general charge or lien, which would de the right of the bank to 
keep all securities in their hands belonging to their customer till he bad paid 
all debts due from him to them. That was quite a different thing froma 
specific charge on specific real or personal estate. As a rule the equitable 
doctrine as to contributions —* two properties which were security for the 
same debt, applied only when the two charges stood on an equality, when the 
two properties were a common fund for the payment of the debt. The doo- 
trine did not apply when the one charge was general and the other specific. 
When an estate was mortgaged for a specific sum, that was evidence of an in- 
tention that that estate should be the primary fund for the payment of the 
debt, although the mortgagee might be entitled by custom or otherwise to a 
general lien on other property belonging to the mortgagor. His lordship 
agreed with the decision of Chitty, J., and the reasons he had given for it. 
Brett, L.J., concurred, but said that he did not intend to decide whether, if 
a shareholder owed the bank £10,600, and bis shares were forfeited for non- 
payment, and were sold by the bank for £10,000, they could afterwards sue 
him for the debt. His lordsbip said he should struggle hard to avoid such a 
construction of the provisions of the deed of settlement. But it was not necessary 
to deside the point now, for the bank having made no demand for payment of 
the debt of the testator, the power of forfeiture never arose, and, therefore, 
could not give any security to the bank. And the power of preventing a share- 
holder from transferring his shares only arose if he wished to do so, If hedid 
not, the company would be helpless, and that power could not, therefore, be 
said to create a charge or lien on the shares, N, L.J., said that the pro- 
visions of the deed of settlement did not create any charge or lien on the 
shares for a debt due by the shareholder to the company, but only enabled 
the company to put a pressure on the shareholder to compel him to pay the debt, 
and the proper iuference from a mortgage of property for a specific debt was 
that the testator intended the mortgaged property to be the primary fund for 
the payment of the debt.—Soxicitors, Murray, Hutchins, d& Stirling, 


Proor in Bankeuptcr—Apmission sy Trustee—Ricut To ApPLr To 
Expunce—Larse or Time—Bankrorprcy Rores, 1870, er. 73, 73.—Io a 
case of Ez parte Harper, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th ult., the 
question arose whether the trustees of an inspecturship deed, execated in 1869 
under the provisions of section 192 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, and which pro- 
vided that the estate of the debtors should be administered as in bankruptcy, 
could apply in May, 1882, to expunge the proof of a debt which it was said 
that they had admitted in May, 1879. Rule 73 of the Bankruptcy Kales, 1870, 
provides that ‘‘ if, at any time after the admission of any debt by the trustee, 
he shall have reason to believe that such debt has been improperly admitted, 
he may apply to the registrar, upon affidavit setting forth the facts, for a day 
to be appointed for the court to consider the propriety of expunging the proof 
or reducing the amount thereof.” Jxssex, M.R., said that rule 73 had no 
direct bearing on the case, because the deed was executed before the Act of 
1869 came into operation. But that rale only expressed the old rule of prac- 
tice ia the Court of Bankruptcy. There was no limit tothe time within which 
an application might be made to expunge a proof of debt, and there were 
numerous cases in which proofs had been expunged after the lapse of years, 
on the ground that the original admission was wrong. The new rule was in 
accordance with the old practice. No injustice would be done, for dividends 
already paid in respect of the proof would not be disturbed, The expunging 
only affected future dividends. Baxrr, L.J., could see no reason why delay 
should estop the trustee from expunging that which ought never to have been 
admitted. Rule 73 adopted the old practice in the largest possible terms, and 
under both the old practic? and the new rule, if the trustee had admitted a 
proof in the most formal way, it could, at any time afterwards, however long, 
be expunged, if it had been originally improperly admitted. Corton, L.J., 
concurred.—Soxicitors, Simpson & Cullingford ; Peacock & Goddard. 





Court oF Bankrurtoy—JoRispicrion — DiscRETION— STRANGER TO 
Bankruprcy Procespines—FraupuLent Deep—13 Exiz. o, 5—Bank- 
rupToy Act, 1869, 8. 72.—In a case of Ex parte Price, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 27th ult., the question arose whether the Court of Bankruptcy 
ought to exercise its extraordinary jurisdiction under section 72 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1869, as against a stranger to the bankruptcy for the purpose of 
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setting aside a deed which had been executed by the bankrupt about a year 
and a half before the commencement of the bankraptcy, and which the trustee 
in the bavkruptcy al'eged to be fraudulent under the statute 13 Eliz. c. 5. 
By the deed in question the bankrupt hai conveyed to his father, professedly 
in consideration of £100, some land which was worth about £500, and the 
trustee alleged that after the execution of the conveyance the bankrupt con- 
tinued to deal with the property as absolute owner, and that the conveyance 
was executed only for the purpose of defeating and delaying the bankrupt’s 
creditors, The bankruptcy proceedings were in a county court, and the 
trustee applied to the court for a declaration that the deed was void as against 
him. The father objected to have the question tried in the county court, and 
insisted that it might be determined in an action in the High Court, where 
he would have the advantage of a jury of twelve men. The judge overruled 
the objection and made an order declaring the deed void, Bacon, C.J., held 
that the case was one in which the Court of Bankruptcy ought not to exercise 
its jurisdiction under section 72, bat ought to leave the matter to the ordinary 
tribunals. This decision was affirmed by the Coart of Appeal (Jessen, M.R., 
and Brerr and Corton, L.JJ.). It was urged, on the authority of Ex parte 
Brown (L. R. 11 Ch. D. 148), that, inasmuch as the trustee was 
—— not through the bankrupt, but by a higher and better title, the 
Court o Bankruptcy ought to decide the question itself. Jessen, M.R., said 
that after the decision in Ex parte Armitage (L. R. 17 Ch. D. 13), it 
must be held that section 72 enabled the Court of Bankruptcy to try all cases 
of this kind itself if it was desirable to do so, But the court had a discretion 
whether it would try them or not, and the mode in which that discretion ought 
to be exercised was fairly pointed out in Ex parte Armitage, In the present case 
there was an allegation of gross fraud against the father and the son—viz., 
that they conspired together to sell the property to the father in order to 
cheat the creditors of the son. Property worth £500, and questions seriously 
affecting character were involved. The father, who was not a bankrapt, 

t directly amenable to the jurisdiction of the Court of Bank - 
ruptey, desired that the question sbould not be tried in the county court, 
bat by the ordinary tribunals, where it would be tried by a jadge of high 
rank, and there would be a jary of twelve men (instead of only five), and 
he could have the assistance of a higher class of counsel. Was this an 
unreasonable objection ? Oaght the court to compel the futher to submit to 
the jariediction of the county court ia a case in which the amount at stake 
was so much beyond the ordinary jarisdiction of a county court, excep! in 
bankruptcy matters, and such serious questions of character were involved ? 
The judge of the county court appeared to have thought that he bad no 
discretion in the matter, and not to have exercised any. Therefore there 
was nothing in the objection that the Chief Jadge had interfered with the 
exercise of discretion by the county coart jadge. His lordsbip thought that 
the Chief Judge had come to a right conclusion. Brerr, L,J., said that, 
assaming that the objection to the deed arose only under the Statate of 
Elizabeth, he thought that the Court of Bankruptcy had jarisdiction to try 
the question, and the only ground on which the order of the county 
court judge could be interfered with was that he bad a discretion which he 
did not exercise, If the matter in dispute had been of small amount—say, 
under £50—his lordship should have thought that the court ought not to 
interfere with the discretion of the county coart judge, if he had exercised 
it by saying that he would try the case himself. In the same way, if the 
amount in dispute had been a large one in a case within the distriot of the 
London Bankruptcy Court, and the Chief Jadge had said that he would try 
it himself with a jary, his lordship would not have been inclined to inter- 
fere. He thought the case would not stand on any different footing if the 
allegation was that the deed was void, not under the Statute of Elizabeth, 
but as a fraudulent preference. No doubt the fact that the allegation of 
fraud was made under the Statute of Elizabeth had something to do with 
the question whether the jurisdiction should be exercised, but his lordship 
did not wish to preclade himself from saying that, even if the question to be 
tried was one of fraudulent preference, it might not be right, if the party 
objected, that it should not be tried in the Court of Bankruptcy. Bat here 
there was a charge of personal fraud, and the father objected to have a ques- 
tion affecting his character and his right to property worth £500 decided ina 
county conrt, not from any personal objection to the jadge, but because he 
wished to have the case decided bya jary of twelve of his countrymen 
under the superintendence of a jadge of the High Oourt. Moreover, if it 
was tried in that way, it would be tried at the assizas by a jury of neigh- 
bours of his own who knew his character. This was of immense import- 
ance to him, if he was an houest man, and it would be a strong thing to 
deprive him of this right. Ex parte Armitage was a direot authority for 
snch a case. Oorron, L.J.,concarred.—Soricirors, V. V. Wynne & Son ; 
Ullithorne, Currey, § Villiers, 
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Bitz or SALE—BVAFEBEMET or ConsIDERATION—REGISTRATION—AFFIDAVIT 
—ExPLANATION TO GRANTOR—BILLS oF Sate Act, 1878, ss. 8, 10.—Ina 
case of Ex parte Bolland, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th ult., a ques- 
tion arose as to the statement of consideration in a bill of sale, and there was the 
further question whether the affidavit which has to be filed on the registration 
of a bill of sale ought to contain a statement that the effect of the deed has, 
before its executiop, been explained by the attesting solicitor to the grantor. 
Section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, provides that ‘‘every bill of sale to 
which this Act applies shall be duly attested aad shall be registered under 
this Act within seven days after the making or giviog thereof, and shall set 
forth the consideration for which such bill of sale wes given,” otherwise the 
bill of sale is to be void as against a trustee in bankraptcy of the grantor, 
unless apparent possession of the property is taken by the tee before the 


filing of the bankruptcy petition. Section 10 provides that “a bill of sale 
shall be attested and registered under this Act in the following manner :—(1) 
The execution of every bill of sale shall be attested by a solicitor of the 








Supreme Coort, and the attestation shall state that before the execation of the 
bill of sale the effect thereof has been explained to the grantor by the 
solicitor, (2) Such bill, with every schedule or inventory thereto 

or therein referred to, and also a true copy of such bill and 
every such schedule or inventory, and of every attestation of the execution of 
such bill of sale, together with an affidavit of the time of such bil! 
of sale being made or given, and of its due execution and a and a 
description of the residence and occupation of the psreon making or gi the 
same . . . and of every attesting witness to such bill of sale, shall be 
presented to, and the said copy and affidavit shall be filed with, the 

withia seven clear days after the making or giving of such bill of sale.” The 
questions arose thus :—In Ovtober, 1879, Roper agreed to purchase a lease- 
hold brewery from Booth for $2,500. An assigament to Rop:r was execated. 
dated the 2ist of October, 1879. by which Booth ackaow tha of 
the £2,500. In fact, only £500 was paid by Roper, it being agrsed that the 
balance of £2,000 should remaia on the security of a mortgage to Booth of 
the property, and a bill of sale to him of the stock-in-trade and other loxse 
chattels and effects in the brewery belonging to Roper. mortesge 
deed was executed immediately after the assigament, and was dated 
the 220d of October, 1879, and it was expressed to be made ia 
consideration of £2,000 “paid by the grantor to the grantee immediately 
before the execution of these presents,” the receipt whereof grantor 
did thereby acknowledge, No part of the £2,000, in fact, passed between 
the parties, bat it was the balance dae to Booth upon the purchase 
of the brewery. The execation of this deed by Roper was attested by a 
solicitor, and the attestation clause stated that, before the execution, the 
effect of the deed was explained by the solicitor to Roper. The deed was 
registered under the Bills of Sale Aot, the affidavit filed oa che registration 
being made by the attesting solicitor. The affidavit stated that the de- 
ponent was present and saw Roper sign and execate the deed on the 220d 
of October, 1879, bat it did not state that the effect of the deed was 
explained to him by the solicitor before he executed it. Roper filed a 
liquidation petition in the Liverpool Coanty Court in Aagast, 1880, and 
the trustee in the liquidation applied to the court to declare the 

deed void as against him, as regarded the chattels comprised in it, on the 
grounds (1) that the consideration for the deed was not traly stated in it ; 
and (2) that the affidavit ought to have stated that the effect of the deed 
was explained by the solicitor to the grautor before he executed it. The 
county court jadze held that the deed was void against the trustee on the 
latter groond. Bacon, O.J., reversed the decision, holding that neither 
objection was tenable. The Court of Appeal (Jasser, M.R., and Brerr 
and Corron, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of the Chief Jadge, Jzsset, 
M.R., thought that both points were covered by previous decisions. As to 
the first point, the consideration stated in the bill of sale was £2,000 paid 
by the grantor to the grantee immediately before the execution of the 
deed. What did these words mean, having regard to the facte? 
The grantor owed the grantee £2,000, part of the purchase-money 
of the leasehold property. He had paid him £500 in cash, and he 
gave him the bill of sale as security for the balance of £2,000, 
and this was accepted by the grantee instead of payment. Was this in 
law a paymant of the £2,000 by the grantor to the grantee? His lordship 
had no doubt that it was, or that it would support a plea of payment ia an 
action. It was not necessary that anyone shoald attend with the £2,000 in 
bank-notes or s>vervigns, and that they should be handed over and then handed 
back, When the transaction was a bond fide one such an arrangement had 
always been held to bea payment. And Ez parte Challinor (29 W. R. 205, 
L. R. 16 Ch, D. 260) was an express decision of the Court of Appeal, which 
had been since rec»gniz:d, that such a mode of payment was a payment, and 
was properly so described. As to the other point, the word “ attestation” ia 
sub-section 1 of section 10 of the Act meant the “ attestation clause,” and that 
sub-section provided that the same clause should state the fact of attestation, 
and also the fact of explanation. The explanation was no part of the attesta- 
tion ; it was to take place before the execution of the deed. Theo, in sub- 
section 2, the word “attestation ” meant the attestation itself, and what was 
required was an affidavit of the attestatioa—that is, that the deed was signed, 
sealed, and delivered in the presence of the attesting witness. The words of 
the Act, therefore, were satisfied by the affidavit made in the present case. It 
was suggested that the affidavit should go on to say that before the execution 
the deed was explained by the solicitor to the tor. Bat there was no 
such provision in the Act, and it would be wholly onoecessary, for copy 
the attestation clause must be filed on the registration and could be 
any creditor of the grantor. Indeed, the very point was decided 
court in Ez parte National Mercantile Bank (28 W. R. 848, L. R. 15 
42), in which it was held that the Act did not requice that any actual ex 
tion should be given to the grantor, but only that the attestation clause 
state that an explanation had been given. That could not be so if it 
necessary that there should be an affidavit that the explanation 

The present argument was wholly inconsistent with the 
Brerr, L.J., said that what took place in the present case would 
any man in business, and would be held in any coart of law, to bea 
£2,000, and if it was necessary to plead payment in an action, the * would 


g 


Le pea 


be proved by that which had taken . As to the other point, it was 
decided by the very words the Act. The execution of the 
bill of sale was to be attested by a solicitor, and when section 10 said 


that the “attestation ” should state that, before the execution of the deed, its 
effsct had been explained to the grantor, it must mean that the attestation 
clause should state this. The explanation could not be part of the execution, 
which was the thing to be attested. Then sub-section 2 said thit 
to be an affidavit of the “‘due execution and attestation” of the deed—i.¢, 
of the fact, not of the clause, of attestation—that the person who attested 
was present and saw the deed executed. Iu order to rags geet 
argument, sub-section 2 ought to reqaire that the affidavit state 


i 
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before the execution of the deed, its effeot was explained to the grantor. 
This, however, would be adding to the Act, If the Act was rot clear, it 
followed from Ez parte National Mercantile Bank that the affidavit in the 
present case was sufficient, Corrox, L.J., said that the first point was 
enti: disposed of by whet was said by James, L.J., in Ze parte Challinor. 
He said, ‘‘ Whether the whole of the mortgage money is actually paid by the 
lender into the hands of the borrower, or whether part of it is with bis privity 
or by his direction employed in the payment of @ debt due by him, it is 
equally in @ legal sense paid to him.” In the present case the £2,000 
was, by the direction or with the privity of the mortgagor, applied in 
satisfying what was due from him to the mortgagee. Of course, it must be 
applied in paying a debt due at the time, independently of the morigage 
transection itself, The whole argument in enpport of the other objection 
arose from an inaccurate use of language in section 10, In sub-section 1 the 
word “attestation” must mean ‘attestation eleuse,”’ and in sub-section 2 
the words ‘‘dye exeeution and attestation” meant that the deed had been 
duly executed and attested. The thing required as to the mode of attestation 
was that the execution should te attested by a sclicitor. The explanation was 
something collateral, which was to be done before the deed was executed.— 
Sonicrrors, H. G, Field; Chester § Co. 





Contempt or Courr—Cuarity CommissioNERs—DISOBEDIENCE TO ORDER 
To AccountT—Mortion To Commir—CnariTaB_e Trusts Act, 1858 (16 & 17 
Vier. ¢. 17), ss. 14, 16, 16, any OnariraBLe Trusts AMENDMENT Acr, 1855 
(18 & 19 Vicr. o. 124), 8. 6.—In the ease of Re The Royal Dramatic College, 
before Chitty, J., on the 28th ult., a motion was made on behalf of 
the Charity Commissioners for the committal of the respondent for contempt 
of court in not delivering to them, in compliance with an order made by them 
on the 9:b of June last, a detailed statement in writing, showing where, and 
in whose names, and upon what security, a sum of #334 11s. 3d., being 
moneys subject to the trusts of the above cherity, and paid to the respondent, 
was deposited, standing, or invested. It appeared that the Royal Dramatie 
College was dissolved in 1878, and that, on the 29th of March of that year, a 
seheme was sanctioned by the Charity Commissioners for carryiog on the 
charity. Under this scheme the late Mr. Benjamin Webster was the sur- 
viving trustee, and, by his direction, certain books, pictures, aud costumes 
were, ow the 24th of February, 1881, sold for the sum of £334 11s. 3d., which 
sum was paid to, and still retained in the hands of, the respondent, who was 
the solicitor representing Mr. Webster in the matter. The respondent had 
given notice to the commitsioners of the sale and sum realized, and had written 
to them for advice, but declined to comply with their applications for detailed 
accounts, om the ground that the proceeds of sale of the effects 
were not incladed in the scheme (which referred to the real estate 
of the eherity), nor subj-ct to the trusts of the Royal Dramatic College, 
or of any otber charity, but received and held adversely to the charity. 
It was contended by the respondert that there conld be no jurisdiction in 
the commissioners over property which was not being administered, and that 
as he bad stated that he claimed adversely to them, the atatutory jurisdiction 
of the commissioners under the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, was ousted 
under the 15th cection of the Act, and that in any event it was not shown 
hy the commissioners that any application in writing enabling them to 
ipterfere under the 16th section had been received by them. (uittr, J., 
enid thet the sum in question was admittedly the proceeds of sale of property 
comprised in the ebarity, and that the endeavours of the respondent to 
onst the Oharity Commissioners from their useful statutory jariadiction was 
abserd, for it could mot be contended that there was any claim to hold 
the money adversely to all claims in reapect of ite being obaritable property. 
Therefore, in the absence of any proposition on bebalf of the respondent, the 
oréer asked for must be made. The matter then stood over until the Ist 
inst, when it appearing that the respondent hed delivered the account 
teqaired of him, it was arranged that upon his undertaking to, within six 
weeks, pay to the official trustee the amount in hand, less £56 due to him 
for costs, and also to pay the costs of the motion, an order of eommittal 
— not be drawn up unless and until defanlt. —Soricitors, Clabon ; W. 8. 


Trustze—Trost For Satze—Power to Morteace—Power or Sait. 
Inthe ease of Re The Glowecstershire Banking Company, before Chitty, J., 
on the 28th ult., a question arose whether the trustees of a will of real estate 
with a trust to sell, with the consent therein mentioned, were authorized to 
mortgege the estates devised. It appeared that the estates were charged by 
the testator with the payment of bis debts, and that the trastees bad a discre- 
tionary power to postpone the sale for such period as should seem to them ex- 

t, The trastees stated that they bad made various attempts to sell, 

were unable todo so except at a sacrifice, and that a mortgage was the 
disoreetest mode of raising the money necessary for carrying ont their trust. 
The question was also raised whether a mortgage should, under the circum- 
stances, contain the usual power of sale. QOnutry, J., said that an examina- 
tion of the will showed that the case was excepted from the general rale that 
a trust for sale did not authorize a mortgage, The case seemed to fall within 


the words of Lord St. Leonards in Strowghill v. Anstey (i D. M. & G. 643), 


roling thst the question was whether a mortgage was or was not authorized 
by the will, and that it was to be considered that where the trustees bad the 
legal estate, ond were to perform a particular trust through the medium of a 
sale, although the direction for a sale did not properly authorize a mortgage, 
yet, if the cixeumstances would justify the raising of the particular charge by 
perry ap it was in the discretion of the court whetber the particular mode 
would be sanctioned, as it might be the saving of an estate and the most dis- 
creet thing that could be done. With reference to the other question, his 
lordship was of opivion that, if the trustees were authorized to mortgage, there 
Was ao objection to the insertion in the mortgage of the usual power of sale, 








whi h was by custom and statute an essential clause in every simple mort- 
gage.—Soxicitors, Wilkins, Blyth, F Dutton; Field, Roscoe, § Oo. 


Inrant—Reticious Epucatton—Wisnes or Faraer.—In a case of In re 
Clark, before Kay, J., on the 31st ult., a question arose as to the religious 
education of an infant ward of court whose father was dead. The application 
was made for the purpose of obtaining an allowance for the maintenance and 
education of the infant out of real estate to which he was entitled as bei 
of his father, and also to obtain directions as to the faith in which the infant 
was to be brought up. The father of the infant was a Protestant. He married 
a German lady, who was a Roman Catholic. Before bis marriage he stipulated 
in writing that bis children should be brought up in the Catholic faith. The 
first child of the marriage, a girl, was born in England in February, 1871, 
She was baptized as a Roman Catholic. The second child was a son, the 
infant now in question. He was born in Germany in November, 1873. He 
was baptized as a Roman Catholic; his sponsor by proxy was an English 
Roman Catholic priest, to whom the father had written to ask bim to be the 

odfather. There was another chi'd of the marriage, a girl, born after the 

‘ath of ber father, The father appointed no guardian by will, be having died 
intestate. He was entitled in remainder, on the death of his own fatber, the 
tenant for life, tothe fee simple of an estate in Lancashire, the income of 
which was about £2,600 a year. He had no other property, but received from 
his father an allowance which was continued to his widow down to the time 
of the grandfather’s death. The father aod mother after their marriage lived 
in Germany. The children were brought up by the mother in her own faith 
without any interference by the father, who, althongh he professedly continued 
a Protestant, did not go to any Protestant place of worship, but often with his 
wife attended mass. Oao tho other hand, in a letter to his mother previously 
to his marriage, he had expressed an intention that, if he had a son who in- 
herited the estate, notwithstanding that the children were to be baptized as 
Roman Catbolics, such child should be brought up as a Protestant, and his 
confidence that his intended wife would be satisfied by a Roman Catholic bap- 
tism. He had also, subsequently to the marriage, in writing to his mother, 
expressed his desire that, if he had a son, he should be educated at an English 
publie school. Kay, J., said that, in this kind of case, the court was placed 
in much difficulty. In his opinion, the decision ought to be without the 
smallest bias as to the question of faith. There was no doubt as to the 
ordinary rule affecting the faith in which a ward of court was to be brought up, 
tbat the court, or any rerson who had the guardianship of a child after the 
father’s death, should have sacred regard to the religion of the father in deal- 
ing with the child, and, unless under very special circumstances, ought to see 
that the child was brought up in the religious faith of the father, whatever 
that might have been. On the other hand, the court hud to consider whether 
the father had bimeelf indicated any particular faith in which he wished his 
child to be brought up. If the father had not indicated expreesly what faith he 
wished his child to be brought up-in, but had acted ia such a manner #8 to 
show an abdication or abandonment of bis right to have him brought up in his 
own faith, as had happened in some cases, that again was # circumstance which 
the court was bound to have regard to, Other circumstances to be looked at 
were what, according to the existing state of things, it was likely that the 
father, if alive, would have desired, and what, under the particular circum- 
stances of the case, was most for the benefit of the child. The agreement as 
to the religious education of the children, had, of course, no legal validity. 
On the facts his lordship came to the conclusion that the father had indicated 
a wish that his children should be brought up in the Roman Catholic faith. 
Farther, he thought i¢ was for the advantage of the child that he should be 
brought up in that faith; if a contrary intention were come to, some pro- 
vision would have to be made for teking the child out of the custody of the 
mother, except during holidays, and away from bis sisters, who, as they bad 
no y, and were not wards of court, would, in any event, be brought 
up in the faith of their mother. Agaip, there seemed to be no reason why the 
boy could not be educated at an English public achool, if the court should 
hereafter consider that disirable, though he were a Roman Oatholic, or even 
proceed to an English university. And, considering that the property was 
situated in ire, where there were many Roman Catholics among the 
gentry, when he grew up he would find himself in a position that was not in 
the least injured by the fact of his being 4 Roman Catholic, His lordship 
appointed the mother and @ paternal uncle as guardians, and allowed £800 a 
year maintenance until further order, the guardians undertaking, when called 
on to do so, to bring the infant within the jurisdiction,—So.icirors, Bower, 
Cotton, § Bower, 


bo cee 


Divorce—DrcrEz NISI—DEcREE ABSOLUTE—PoweR TO FIX A SHORTER 
Timz—Matrimoniat Causes Act, 1866 (29 & 30 Vict. o. $2),8. 3.—In the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on the lst inst., an application 
was made on bebalf of the p:titioner im the suit of Rippingall v. Rippingall and 
Lockhart, to shorten the time for making absolute a decree nisi for a divorce. 
Tte Matrimonial Causes Act, 1966 (29 & 30 Vict. 0. 32), ¢. 3, provides that no 
decree nisi for a divorce shall be made absolute till after the expiration of #'x 
months, “‘ unless the court shall, under the power now v in if, fixe 
shorter time.” In the present case the decree nisi was prononaced on the 15th 
of February last, and efore could not be made absolute before the 15th of 
Angust, when the court would bave risen for the long vacation. ; 
grounds relied upon in auppert of the motion were these, that the pet-tion 
was filed on the 8th«f Jnly, 1881, and was ready for trial io the ensuing 
November; but that in consequence of the court not sitting for the trial +f 


special jury causes the Michaelmas Sittings, it could not be beard until 
— sad sabe Cees mouths had been lost through no daches ov 
the petitioner’s part. The 
had refused to give his assent to the present Yate 


Queen’s Proctor had been communicated with, but 
i 's counsel 


relied vpon v. Fitzgerald (b. é) as an authority, 
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Hanney, P., observed that the réal groand for the application was the cir- 
cumstance that oe — for ma J the decree abso'ute expired dering 
the long vacation, but this wag a equent oceurrence, an grant 
the application would open the role Bige indefinite number of similar 
applications. Fi ld y, Fitugerald was not in point, for that-case bal been 
for many months before the Queen’s Proctor, whohad become satisfiel that 
there was no necessity for intervention. Here the Qu:en’s Proetor had in 
effect left the matter in the handsof the court, and, dealing with the case 
upon general principles, the application mast be refused, — Sorictror, 
2 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 

As stated last week, the president, council, and members of the Incor- 
porated Law Society were entertained by the Lord Mayor at a banquet at 
the Mapsion House on the 27th ult. At the close of the ea says the 
City Press, after the customary toasts, the Lorp Mayor said: I have now to 
propose a toast which I trust will be interesting to us all. It is “The 
Health of the President, the Vice-President, aud the Gouncil of the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society of the United Kingdom.’”’ Gentlemen,—This hall is one in 
which there have been a great number and a great variety of entertainments. 
There have been here received almost all the institutions, and the interests 
which have made law, » and commerce famous, bat I think thers has 
been one oversight which I trust this evening will remedy, Bason said that 
religion formed the chief bond of humen society, Well, no doubt it does in 
a spiritual sense; but I venture to think that in a physical sense the strongest 
bond of buman society is thelaw. Now, I have also been attracted by an 
obserration of Horace thet some are rezors and others are the hones on which 
the razors are sharpened. Well, there are now a great many razors in this 
world, but I venture to suggest that the ioterest which I have the hosour to 
entertain this evening is @ remarkable instance of the hone on which so many 
rezors are set, » I am much honoured in receiving you here this 
evening, for there is no question whatever but that 2 represent the greatest 
power in this country, and I then look around end * how has that power 
been exercised? Has it been for the good of society? Has society prospered 
guided by a power which holds it in ite grasp, and from which it cannot 
escape? Well, I think I am within the bounds of reason when I say that the 
national prosperity bas gone hand in hand with the advancement and the pro- 
tection of the law; that the lew has ever been one of the civilizing elements of 
society; and that the most influential portion of society have been lewyers in 
this country. Of course, I include the bench and the bar, but those are 
elements which have been entertainedin this room from time immemorial, 
but I think that at least those razors who bave sharpened themselves so long 
upon the solicitors cannot but feel that I have justitication in asking you here 
to-night. The I rated Law ,» whom we more especially greet this 
evening, is a special instance of the organization for good which the law and 
solicitors have effected for their country. They are incorporated by Act of 
Parliament aad by charter, and it ig to them that we look, and on them that 
we depend, that there shall be none enter into practica of the law but of good 
reputation and of sound knowledge of the principks of law; and it is nota 
little to say that they have succgasfally established @ great school of lawyers 
which is now governing, with a power that few people imagine, but which 
thoughtful men will admit, the whole of the ordinances of this 
country; and that services of examination, that service of domina- 
tion over evil and support of good is rendered by the Incor- 
porated Law Society without fee or endowment. I think, therefore, 
that I have made a good case, and a good reason why I, as the Chief Magis- 
trate, should feel honoured in the presence of the president, the vi i 
and members of the Incorporated Law Society, and that I have also gooi 
reason tu ask the representatives of the solicitors of London and England to 


be present here to-night, Icouple with this toast the name of Mr, Paine, 
— of the. Law Society. * 
Pagsipext, in reply, thanked his lordship for the flattering manner in 


which he had spoken of the society aod lawyers generally, In proposing the 
thing which could 


new to say to the company present, for all assembled were 
members of the society, and were well acquainted with what was being done, 
Some might not — with all the gouncil sometimes did, but they might 
rest assured that the intention was the best interest of all. re was one 
matter which had given a go.d deal of trouble, but which he hoped would be 
soon settled. At preseat time his mouth was closed on the subject, and, 
therefore, he asked the indulgence of the copier to * from it. Speaking 
of the society itself, Mr. Paine said they had in their course iy been 
reticent, and bad not coured public notoriety. The leading journal, how- 
ever, bad reeently favoured them with an article, in which it was shown the 
kind of duties performed by the society, how they were carried out, and the 
great strides which the society had made in later years. 

Mr. F. H. Janson (vice-president) then submitted the toast of “ The Lord 
Mayor,” which was warmly received. Without expatisting on ths sabdject, 
he would at once remark that it was very good of the Lord Mayor to ask this 
society to the Mansion House, where they bad been received with so much 
cordiality, hospitality, and splendour. The Lord Mayor had ref. rred to his 
connection with lawyers ; and he (the speaker) would remark that he had 
noticed what a large amount of —* knowledge his lordship brought to bear 
in dealing with the cases bronght before him at the Mansion House, and bis 
judicial mind had so develope’, if he might be allowed to put it in that way, 
that he thought they ought to make him an honorary member of the society, 








The Lorp Mayor acknowledged ed ‘the complinen ; i, i 
expressed the hope that the ye og hy b fovrtt, Yor * 
m, and ¢ e 


the public and the profe: 
remembered for this occasion. 


* 


ant have Agha 


ae 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at ie Hal) of 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, August 3, 
following belong present—viz., Mr. B. 
Desborough, jun., Finch, Hedg-r, Styao, Sidoey Sm 
Oarpenter (Seeretary), geants of £5 were made to the 


'ylee —— and Mesars, 


ee 


i. 
widowe et 


Hy 


and £25 to a member, aod the ordiaary g noral business was transacted, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Preciminany ExaMexation. 


The following candidates wera successful at tho Pcelimiasey Bx amiaatioa 
held on the 12th and 13th of July, 1882 t-— 


Apps, Whitmore Frederick 
Atchley, Henry Wilmot Wickham 
Badcock, Frederick 
Banloft, Gay Cyril 
Barker, Frederick Hubert 
Berridge, Samuel M >rpots 
Booth, Joseph Lister 
Booth, Sam 
Bowen, Arthur Kendrick 
Bowen, Ignatius Kdward - 
Broomhead, Thomas 
Bull, William Jams 
Bary, Walter Wilfrod 
Bush, Harrington Faul 
Byrue, Peter 
Cadle, Clement Pearce 
Cartme}, George Elward 
Clegg, Sam 
croft, Richard Lonsdale 
Cockle, Ernest 
Coley, William 
Coode, George Jones 
Cowan, Thomas Galloway 
Cox, Henry Herbert 
Crow, John Henry 
Crump, Frank Charles 
D'Arcy, Francis Meager 
Davice, Alexander Reid 
Davis, Hasbrouck 
Day, Charles Gregory 
Denman, Tho nas Hercey 
Drake, Arthur Herbert 
Druitt, Alan 
Dabois, William Arthor 
Dann, Henry Penniston 
Edwards, William George Albert 
Eley, Robert Spence Taylor 
E:laby, Arthar James 
Elliot, Michael William Harry 
Emsley, Robert Garside 
Eskrigge, Theodore Robson 
Evans, Charles Deoham 
Faber, Frank Stanley 
Fenwick, Joseph 
errington, George William 
Fieldore, R. 
Fletcher, James Herbert 
Floyer, Sydenhan Ernest 
For, Edmuaad Thomas 
G.kt, William Brace 
Graham, Peter 
reen, John Walter 
all-Say, Norman Etward 
oy rey mous 
art, Samael Hopgood 
Hetherington, John Bowerbank 
Hill, Frederick William} 
Hills, Henry Maurice 
+ set ewe James Harvey 
askingson, Ohartes John 
Jackson, Aimiiias H wiman 
Johnson, Samuel Jo"-n 
—* Harry (of esa 
ones, Harry (of Wolverhampton) 
Jones, Lloyd Overstone 
Jones, John Piers Lioyd 
Jones, William Edward 
K-Ny, Joha Joseph 








Kerr, Francis James 

Knowles, Edward 

Lance, Cyril William 

Lyne, Horace Hculton 

Leake, John Haslebam 

Ledsam, Heory Thomas Clutton Salt 


pais i rae See 
Hod Baste a 
gan, é 
wher, 
chet 
Ha Poor Wibiaa 
Mae : John Golborne 
Miles, Alfred Hi 
aries, Aged —* 
at gene" — 
Heth , Francis 
Morland, George Holrow 
Mould, Samue 


smby, Frederick Hugh 
Nayler, Benjamin Round 


N vios * ee Edmondson 
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Swinhoe, Rodway Charles Jobn Watson, Frank 
Thom » Justus Arthur Poole | Wheldon, Thomas Edward 


Phelps White, Charles Edward 
Timothy, David White, Francis Symmonds 
Tome, George Chester White, George Alfred Huelin 
Townsend, Arthur Rotert White, Jobn 


Wilkinson, William 

Wilson, Robert Henry Bourchier 
Williams, Herbert 

Winnall, Charles Pears 

Wood, Henry Piant 

Wright, Arthur Ernest 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society, held at Clement’s-inn Hall, on Wednesday, 
July 26, Mr. E. F. Spence in the chair, after the business of the evening 
had been disposed of, Mr. Mott-Whitebouse brought forward the following 
motion :—“ That the ‘circuit’ system should be abolis ed, and provincial 
courts of justice established in its place.” The opener was supported by 
Messrs. Sence, Templer, and Bartram, snd opposed by Messrs. Ball and 
Napier. Mr. Mott-Whitehouse replied, and the motion, on being put to the 
vote, was carried by a majority of one. 


Varcoe, James 

Walker, Henry Baines 
Walsh, Jobn 

Walthew, James Bankes 
Ward, Harry Dacre Michael 
Watkins, Daniel 











OBITUARY. 


MR. G, W. ANSTIE. 


Mr. George Washington Anstie, solicitor, who died at his residence, Park 
Dale, Devizes, on the 17th ult., in his eighty-third year, was the sixth son 
of Benjamin Webb Anstie, Esq., of Devizes, by Hannab, daughter of John 
Overbury, Fsq., of Tetbury, and was born in the year 1800. Mr. Anstie 
was educated at Mill Hill Grammar School. He was articled in Bristol, but 
spent a year or two in the office of Messrs, Swain & Co., of London, and it 
was during his stay there that the late Lord Beaconsfield made, in the same 
¢flice, his transient acquaintance with the lawyer’s desk. Mr, Anstie was 
admitted in 1822 and went into practice at Devizes, where for many years he 
took an active part in public business, He worked energetically for Parlia- 
mentary Reform, Negro Emancipation, and Corn Law Repeal, and he was an 
early and zealous promoter of the Temperance movement. He retired from 
practice many years before his death. Mr. Anstie married first, Harriet, 
davghter of William Tomkins, Esq., of Abingdon, by whom be has left five 
surviving children ; and, secondly, Aune, daughter of Robert Tomkins, Esq., 
of Berkeley, who survives him, 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Witt1am Comyns Cuirron, solicitor (of the firm of Haynes & Clifton), 
of 4, Tokenhouse-yard, and of Stratford and Romford, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Jadicature. 

Mr. Henry Latuam, solicitor, of Congleton, has been appointed Registrar 
of the Congleton and Sandbach County Court (Circuit No. 9), on the 
resignation of his father, Mr. John Latham. Mr, H. Latham was admitted 
a solicitor in 1870. 

Mr. Francis Ropertson Moor, solicitor, of Warwick and Leamington, 
has been elected Clerk to the Warwick School Board. Mr. Moore was 
admitted a solicitor in 1861. He is coroner and clerk to the magistrates 
for the borough of Warwick. 

Me. JoszPH Pearce, solicitor, of 39, Eesex-street, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for taking Affidavits in England for Use in the Supreme 
Court of the Colony of Victoria. 

Mr. Rozert Macieant Pavtt, solicitor, ot Truro, has been appointed 

to the Vice-Warden of the Stannaries, in snocession to bis partner, 
the late Sir Philip Protheroe Smith. Mr. Paull was admitted a solicitor in 


1866. 

Mr. Georcz Surtu, solicitor, of Salisbury, has been elected Secretary 
to the Salisbury Infirmary. Mr. Smith is coroner for the city of Salisbury. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1848, and is in partnership with Mr. 
Henry William Cobb, who is clerk to the county magistrates. 

Mr. Tuxopaitvs Lort, solicitor, of Oxford and Shipston-on-Stour, has 
been appointed Registrar of the Shipston County Court (Circuit No, 22), 
in succession to Mr. Edward Vere Nicoll, resigned. Mr. Lott was admitted 
a solicitor in 1879. 

Mr, Groner Burton, solicitor (of the firm of Jennings, Son, & Barton), 
of 17, Gracechurch-street, and of Burton-on-Trent, has beenhappointed a 
Notary Pablic for Barton-on-Trent and ten miles round. 

Mr. Witu1am B. Ozort, of Mildmay-chambers, 7, Usion-court, Old Broad- 
street, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 
A, Lest and T. C, Fenwick, solici Conduit-street, Regent- 
street (Leslie & Fenwick). Jaly 26. —— 
Saudæi. Baicut Wittiams and Joserx How 217, solicitors, Redditch 
June 30, Ga⸗ette, Jaly 28.) 


PROPOSED INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY FOR SCOTLAND. 


Tue Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence says:—A meeting of enrolled law 
agents was held in Edinburgh on the 20th ult. to receive a report from a 
committee appointed at a meeting held on the 19:h of December lasé, and to 
take such action thereon as might be considered desirable. Mr. W. M‘Clure, 
of Greenock, was in the obair ; and representatives were present from Glasgow, 
Edinburgh, Dundee, Greenock, Dumfries, Perth, Hamilton, Airdrie, Elgin, 
Falkirk, &c. The report of the committee, inter alia, stated that the 
committee had acted upon the resolutions passed at the meeting last December. 
These resolutions were: (1) “That in the opinion of the meeting it is 
desirable to furm a scciety simi'ar to the Incorporated Law Society of England, 
which shall be open to the whole legal profession in Scotland, to be called the 
Incorporated Law Society of Scotland.” (2) “That the society shall consist 
of individuals, and shall not be confined to any branch of the profession, the 
sole qaalification being that the member shall be an advocate or law agent duly 
admitted to practise before either the Supreme or Local Courts of Scotland.’’ (3) 
“ That a committee be appointed to take the necessary steps for the formation 
of such a society, to draw up a constitution and rules, and when — 
members have expressed their intention of becoming members, a meeting be 
called to consider the constitution and rules drawn up by the committee.” 
The committee nominated hed framed drafts of all documents necessary, with 
the view of an application being made to the Crown for a charter of inoorpora- 
tion, They thereafter, by issuing a circular to the profession stating the 
objects and scope of the proposed society, taken means to satisfy themselves 
that the incorporation of such a society would be heartily supported. They 
bad received assurances of support from 300 members of the profession, and they 
bad reason to believe that this number would be largely in 80 soon a8 
the society is actually formed. The committee further stated that haviog 
ascertained that the Lord Advocate would be prepared to consider the terms 
of the constitution and bye-laws, together with any memorial in support there. 
of, they had prepared, and now submitted for the consideration of the meeting, 
drafts of a charter and bye-laws on the model of the charter and bye-laws of 
the English Incorporated Society, together with a memorial and other documents 
to be transmitted to the Lord Advocate. In laying this report before the 
meeting, the convener mentioned that he had received from Inverness and other 
important local faculties com munications to the effect that they cordially ap- 

proved of the whole proposals contemplated, and accordingly thought it ua- 

necessary to send special deputations to this meeting. ‘The report having 

been adopted, the meeting proceeded to consider the various drafts submitted 

tothem. These were wey approved of, and were ultimately remitted to 
a committee, consisting of Messrs, Spens, Glasgow; M‘Clare, Greenock ; 

Cameron, Elgin ; Gair, Falkirk ; Dougall, Ayr; Downie, Glasgow ; Shaw, 

Glasgow ; and Barty, Danblane, finally to adjust, Power to take other steps 
necessary towards an incorporation of the society was also conferred on the 
same committee. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Cuancery Division, 
LONG VACATION, 1882.—NOTICE. 


Daring the vacation until further notice:—All applications which may re- 
quire to be immediately or promptly heard, are to be made to the judges who 
for the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

One of the Vacation Judges will sit in the court of the Vice-Chancellor, Sir 
Charles Hall, at eleven a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing on 
Wednesday, the 16th of August, until further notice, for the purpose of 
hearing such applications. 

No case will be placed in the court paper unless leave has been previously 
obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires to be immediately or 
promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is left with the papers, 

The necessary papers relating to every _— made to the Vacation 
Judges are to be left with, or addressed (under cover marked outside Chancery 
Vacation Papers) to the officer in attendance, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers 
(Room 136), Royal Courts of Justice, before one o'clock on the Monday 
previous to the day on which the application is intended to be made, 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel is to be sent to the judge by 
book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in 
support of the application, and also by a minute, on a separate shect of paper, 
signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and 
an envelope capable of receiving the papers, and addressed as fvllows: 
“Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Regis- 
trare’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions or writs of ne exeat regno, in addition to th 

above, a copy of the writ, and 8 certificate of writ issued, must also be 
sent, 


The papers sent to the judge will be retarned to the registrar. 
The addrees of the judge for the tine being, acting as Vacation Judge in the 
Chancery Division, can be obtained on app'ication at the Chancery Registrars’ 


Chambers. ; 
The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Hall will be open on Tuesday, Wed net - 





day, Thursday, and Friday, in every week, from eleven to on eo clock. 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Aug. 1 














r. Cte as -— «- 




















Aug. 5, 1882. 
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LONG VACATION, 
On and after Monday, the 2ist of Angeat, the registrar in attendance will, 


1882,—NOTIC® TO SOLICITORS. 


for the purpose of facilitating vacation business, sign certificates for sale and 
transfer on Tuesday and Friday in every wesk, bat the certificates should be 
left for examination at least one clear day previously, and on Tuesday in 
every week the registrar will make alterations necessary in orders to be acted 
on by the Chancery Paymaster. 


The trar will not attend on Saturdays and Mondays unless 
on notice of any intended application to the jadge for an order of an urgent 
nature. 


F. S. Tezsparz, . 
C. Carrineton, } Vacation Registrars. 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Jastice » 
August 1, 1882. 


LONG VACATION, 1882.—JUDGE’S PAPERS, 


The following papers for the Vacation Juige are required to be left with the 
officer in attendance at the Royal Courts of Justice (oom 136), on or before 
the Monday previous to the day on which the application to the judge is in- 
tended to be made :— 

1, Coonsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave, granted by the 

ad 
; 2 Teo copies of writ and two copies of pleadiogs (if any), and any other 
documents showing the nature of the application. 

3. Two copies of notice of motion. 

4, Office copy affidavits in support with exhibits, and aleo the affidavits in 
answer, if any filed. 

Chancery Registrars’ —* Ping Courts of Justice, 

August 1 2. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock ComPantzs, 
Lrurrsp —* CHAnorry. 
Awyitwz Company, Lrurrep.—Chitty, J See ee eee See SY Te appointed 
William Waddell,'1, Queen Victoria st, to be official liquidato _—— 
Lisser Lanp anp Investment Company, Liirep. —— are 
ee tk ee ee ee 


required, on or 
and the particulars of By debts 


or claims, to Harding, 38, Old Jewry. Saturday, Oct 28, at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating u the debts and claims 
Srawparp Bawx or Lonpon, —— itors are peg mei on or before Sept 30, 


to send names and ad e particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry John Leslie, Coleman st. we og! Oct 30, at 1, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Srawparp Union Investment Company, Liurrzp.—Creditors are ae on or 
before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Charles Cross Holmes, 25, — lane 

STRAHAN awp Company, Liurrzp.—Chitty, J., has, by an order dated May 31, appointed 

Arthur James Hill, 1, Finsbury circus, to be official liquidator 

Tyttwyp -—By an order made by Chitty, 
J., dated July 19, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Walker and Co, 
Gresham bldgs, agents for Smith, rep. Cre solicitor for the 

Wuirs Oax Cottrery Company, Limitsp.—Creditors are —— on or before Sept 23, 
to send their names and addresses, and th particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Frederick —— Bristol. ering, Oct 27, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adj upon 


e debts and claims 
(Gazette, July 28.) 
— awp Goopyzar Boot anp SHoz Macutwery Company, Liurrgp.—Petition for 


Rolls cour, Holle yard. Wilk directed to be heard before Chi J., on Nov 4, at the 

Rolls ony kins and Fanshawe, Founders’ St. Swithin’s lane, 
solicitors for rong alle 

Bognor ey ann Titz Company, Lruurrep.— By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
July 22, the com: be wound up. Harlow, Southampton bidgs, 

ion, agent for Gregory, , solicitor for the petitioner 

Drxxvon Iron awp Try PiatE —— —— -—By an by Chitty, J., 

dated 22, it was ordered that y be wound up. Meredith and Co, New 
sq, Lincoln’s inn, agents for Brown, Bris , Solicitor for the petitioner 

—— Co-oOPERATIVE ad ma Lrurrzp. —By an order made by Chitty, J., dated July 
— — See the agency be wound up, Mote, Wi , Solicitor for the 

Nationa, Funps Assvgzanca Company, Lrurrsp.—Ohitty, an order dated 
June 13, appointed Herman Joseph Lescher, Princes et hock eh 

Pours Breveracs Company, Limitzp.—Petition for winding res uly 27, 
—* be heard before the eee ceeee nn onene V., on Aug 16. 

sie eae —— solicitor for the 
— cag — —— * Lanp =e Liarrap.—Petition for winding up, 
heard before the Vacation a on Wednesday 
Aue 18. i olde ll, —— —— st, Bloomsbury, agents for Ramwell 
ol, for th the petitioner 
(Gazette, Ang. 1.1 


Country Paratiwz or Lawcastzr. 
Limrtzp In CHANCERY, 
Swypatz Hatt Cortrery Company, Liuirzp.—Petition for winding u: 
27, directed to to be heard at St George's Hall, Liverpool, on Monday, * 
Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioners 


——— ny 
ug 7, 


(Gazette, July 28.] 
Grptow Irow awp Coat Company, Liutrep.—Petition for windi: presented Jul 
81, directed to be heard hefore Bristowe, V.C., on Aug 12, at 10, 68 Bt. George’ s Hall, 
Liverpool. Boote and Edgar, , Solicitors for — ara 
peng mae In QOmAwoRRY. 
NVESTMENT ComPany.—Petition f Mammen Bey 
Fy afte ye wg rei my George’s > 


leek to Wedeciee dart, Mather, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner 


Frrenpiy Socreries Dissoivep. 
Mopuzy Davips’ Bawayit Socrsry, Bury St. Edmunds, July 28 


(Gazette, Aug. 1.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS arn ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
Earysnaw, wane Pysvery, Bramley, near Rotherham, Farmer. Sept1. Earnshaw 


Vv 
ay nani, Witney, Oxford, Wine Merchant. Oct 1. Jones v Jones, Kay, J 


Jonzs, 

Lex, Wrertan, De Foe rd, Stoke Newington, Gentleman. Ang 31. Holah v Hinks, 
Fry, J. Bretherten, Queen st, Cannon st 

— — Heath, Surrey. Sept 14. Sutcliffe v Kipping, Chitty, J. 


trand 
Norns, ‘Fromas — Clifton hill, St. John’s Wood. Aug 31. Arnold v Noyes, 
Fry, J. ee Se Lincoln's inn 
— — Sept 5. Parsons v Parsons, Chitty, 


Parsons, —— ———— 
J. ooton, Fi pees oe. 

* eae. ley Bridge, York, Flax Spinner. Sept 5. Ryder v Shann, 

8 , OF bs 5 Barforth Peckham, Gentleman. Sept 1. Smith vy Bowden, 
‘Kay: J.” Bartlett, Bedtord et, Covent garden 


(Gazette, July 28.] 
Wi Bt 3 Newton on ¥ 30. 
— id — — oon — bog ‘eoman. Aug 30. Cooper 
Bares, JAMES Sess, © —— square, , Gentleman. Septl. Bridge 
v Bridge, Kay, 
Hawxtrs, Ironmonger. Oct1. Hawkins 


v Hawkins, uddock, Great Yi 
— Barnes, Woodhey, Lancaster, Manufacturing Chemist. Oct 1. Nuttall v 
Loon, 8 —— — nt, Primrose hill, Gentleman. Oet 2. Smart v 
x, Samugy Rozen, 
oy Vinsant — 


Smart, Kay, J. Draper, 
Tyson, F Hanan, Whitehaven’ —— Sept 30, Walker v Atkinson, 
[ Gagetie, Aug. 1.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 27.—Bille Read a Third Time. 


Parvate Briis.—Ramegate and Margate Tramways ; South. London Tram- 
ways ; Swindon, Marlborough, and Andover Railway ; ‘Great Northern Rail- 
way ; North London Subarbam Tramways. 


July 28,—Bill in Committee. 


Ancient Monuments, 
Bille Read a Third Time, 


Privats B111s.—Llangammarch and Neath and Brecon Junction Railway; 
Mersey Docks and Harbour Board ; Manchester Corporation; West Metro- 
politan Tramways. 

July 31.—Bille Read a Second Time, 

Poor Law Amendment ; Artisans’ Dwellings. 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Paivare Bitis.—Alford and Sutton Tramways ; Easton Neston Mineral, 
and Towcester, Roade, and Olney Juaction Railway; Northampton Corpora- 
tion ; London and South-Western Railway. 


New Biil. 


Bill to amend the law with respect to the charges on and payment to the 
Mercantile Marine Fand (Mr, CHaMBERLAIN). 


Aug. 1.—Bills in Committee. 
Paivats Bitt.— Nottingham Corporation. 
Bills of Sale Act (1878) Amendment ; Local Government (Gas) Fouri- 


sional Order. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brits.—Rotheram and Bawtry — ; Peckham, East Dulwieb, 
and Crystal Palace Tramways ; Busby Water. 
Aocient Monuments, 
HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
July 27.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parcels Post. 
Bill in Committee, 
Conveyancing (Re-committed). 
Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Prtvate Brits.—Glamorgansbire Canal Ley tad Railway Work ing and 
t Company ; Tredegar Water a 
July 28,.—Bill Read a ener Time. 
Electric Lighting. 
Bill. Withdrawn. 


Parliamentary Elections (Oorrupt and Illegal Practices). 

Aug. 1,.—Bills Read a Third Time. sing 
Paivate Briis.—Earl of Aylesford’s — —8 —— a 

d Liangynog Railwa: 
—— Railway, Bt. Pancras Gasedians of the Liat 

Aug. 2.—Bill Read a stn Tine 

Privat@ Bitt.—Somersbam Rectory. 
Bik in Committee, 





[Gasette, Aug.1.) 4 


Parcels Post. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF 


Mate. — — V.O. Bacow. V.O. Hant. 
pation RW. o3isis.c5. ] Oh Bee Mr. Latham Mr. Pemberton 
WOMOS cccrecevcageecce 8 Cobby Merivals Clowea 
Wodnend EN cssscconscssee © oo am Pemberton 
Mr. Justiee Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ F war M * * — 
Monday,  ebedeaeese t War r. Farrer r. Jackson 
Tuesday opi scence 8 Tees dale King Car ritgton 
Ww basstbtitsercs DB Ward Farrer Jackson 


The Long Vacation will commence on Thursday A 10th ds 1 August, and 
terminate on Tur rei the 24th day of October, 188 2, both days inclusive. 


; 


RECENT SALES, 

At the Stock and Share Auction Company's sale, held on thejard inst., at 
their sule-room, Crcwn-court, Old Broad-street, the following were among 
the prices obtained West Devon Corsdls 103.3; Homachos Silver Lead 
Mining Shares, £5 10s. ; Anglc- Continental Telephone © xppany (Limited) 
£1 shares, 17s. 6d.; Indian Zeedone Company £1 shirer; 108, pa‘d, te. ; 
London Fish Market and National Fiehery Company (Lidited) £1 shares, 
16s, jaid, 10s.; Jonior Army and Navy Stores (Limited) £1 shares, 10s. ; 
end other securities fetched fair prices, 














SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Avg. 8.—Mr. Water Rxicur. at the Mecons’ Hall at 1 p.m., Leasehold 
Wine Establishment (see advertisement, July 29, p. 4). 

Avg. 8.—Meesrs. THURGOOD & Co, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Chambers 
ae advertisement, July 29, p. 4). 

Aug. 9.—Mes: re. Epwix For * BovsFieLD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Reversion 
Policy (see advertisement, July 29, p. 4) 

Aug. 9.— Messrs. BAXTER, Paynz, & Lepper, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
and Lese¢hold Properties (see advertisement, thts week, p. 4). 

Aug. 10.—Merers. Wacetarr & Warman, at the Mart, at J2, Freehold Prop- 
erty (see 3226 this week, p. 3). 

Avg. 10+ Mes ra. C. O. &T. Moone, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., Freehold and 

Leasehold Ectates (see advertisement, thie week, be 4). 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


— 
Bankrupts. 
Farpay, July 28, 1882 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Ashdown, W Forbes F _ , Gresham House, Old Broad st, Architect. 
Murray. Aug 10 at 1 
Barton, Allen James, and John Henry Clay 
Keepers. Pet July 35, Murray. Aug 10 at 12. 
9 Richard, Li , General Broker. Pet July 24. Murray. 
Gale, W E ,B green, Hammersmith. Pet July 24. Murray. Aug 10 at 11 
Harrison, William’ B , Change alley, Cornhill, Commission Merchant. Pet July 12. 


Brougham. Aug 15 at 12 
Taylor, William, Whitecross st, Draper, Pet July 26. Pepys. Aug 9at1 
To Surrender in the Country. 
— Goting Gateshead, Durham, Cowkeeper. Pet July 26. Ingledew. Newcastle, 
ug 21 at 
Farrington, Christopher, Wolverhampton, Builder. 
hampton, Aug 16 at 12 
Harry, William Marshal Dyer, New Cross, Kent, Olerk: Pet July 25. Pitt-Taylor. 








Pet July 25. 
— Upper Thames st, Tavern 
Aug 10 at 12 


Pet July 24. Sanders. Wolver- 


Greenwich, Au; 
Hinchcliffe, wil ; we Benjamin Hinchcliffe, Bradford, Builders. Pet July 26. 
Lee. Bradford, Aug 9 at 12 


Lovegrove, William enry, Sawbridgeworth, Herts, Hay and Straw Dealer. Pet July 
28.” Bpence. Hertford, Aug 12 te ’ 
Tuzspay, Aug. 1, 1 
Under the Beakrapeey. et, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar: 
To Surrender in London. 
Kiel, Adam, Church st, Bethnal Green, Gabinet Maker. Pet July 27. Pepys. Aug 16 


at 
Luscombe, William Richaté, Marlborough rd, Chelsea, Boot Maker. Pet July 29. 


Pepys. Aug 16 at 12 
Pook, Charles Oliver, Chan lane, Law Clerk. Pet July 27. Pepys. Aug 16 at 12 


Pryce, Thomas, Essex rd, Islington, Ironmonger. Pet July 27. Pepys. Aug 16 at 


Shippy, Arter, ing gh Cons Chea: * Accountant, Pet July 29. Pe Pot Soke 30, Aug 16 at 12 
i omas, » South Hornsey, Baker. Pepys. Aug 


— ag beh Some 
Shera or upon Tyne, Baker. Pet July 25, Ingledew. New- 


——— John, jun, North ri, Clapham, Fishinonger. Pet June 20. Willoughby. 
Wandsworth, Sept 1 at 1 

Lewis, Jemes, "Bucknell, Salop, Farmer. Pet July 24. Robinson, Leominster, Aug 16 

Masters, George, Stileway, Meare, Somerset. Pet July 28. Foster. Wells, Aug 15 


TY Samuel, Yetminster, Dorset, Grover. Pet July 2. Batten. Yeovil, Aug 


— py tag — — a eet 

RIDA 

Hon —X Spies fe — — July 21, 

Rawley, E * — » Hop ae duly 
TUESDAY, Aug 1, 1882. 


ferrell, Campbell, — —— Amineter Esq. July 6 
Fay “TN CREDITORS, 


FIRST 
Bidduiph, — Coal Merchant, Aug lo a s at Palataff 








é 
Aug. §, 1884. 
Blaker, James Dyer, Southwick, Sussex; Timber Merchant. Aug15 at 12 at office of 
Cockburn, Duke st, Brighton 
stone, Bueed, Lacking Glass Salesman. Aug 14 at 3 at office of 
— Licensed Victualler. 17 at 8 at 
hug 10 at 12 ot Hell l, Norfolk st, Shef. 
ug 10 at 12 at ote 
field: Last and Ben * 
Brettell, Margaret, — Monmouth, Licensed Vietualler. Aug 9 at 12 at office of 
B 5* Thon — 2 R — Lan Lod house Ki 7 
romle omas son, Rusholme, caster, n use 17 a3 
at office of Grundy and 6o, Booth st, Manchester ns — 
— Joseph Saunders, High st, Aldgate, Hawker. Aug 10 at 3 atoffice f Bradley, 
‘ark lane 
Cazes, Isaac, Quadrant rd, Canonbury, Merchant, Ase 21 at 3 at office of 
George st, Mansion house. Hollams and Co, Minci — 
Chandler, Jonathan, — Coal Merchant. Aug eivat 12 at offices of Conquest and 
Clare, Duke st, Bedford 
Chapman, Robert, Wild’s * Long lane, Bermondsey, Beer Retailer, Aug5 at Il at 
6, Wild’s rents, Long lan ondsey. Biggenden, Kingsland rd 
— — —E Hants Builder. Aug 9 at 3 at offices of Goble and Warner, 
Chesterton, John, Wrexham, Denbigh, Toy Dealer. Aug 12at3 at Bull's Head Inn, 
Market * Manchester. Sherratt, Wrexham 
Codling, Stephi en, Walbrook, Woollen Warehouseman. Aug 11 at 3 at offices of Lover- 
ing and Co, Gresham st. Keeble, Basinghall st 
Cooke, Isaac William Henry,jLancaster rd, Notting hill, Upholsterer’s Salésinan. Aug 
17 at 3 at offices of Crook and Cariill, Fenchurch st 
Coppard, George, Monkwell st, Manufacturer’s ieee. Aug 8 at 12 at offices of Plunkett 
and Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 
Crofts, Isaac, Bramcote, Nottingham, Market Gardener. Aug 16 at 3 at office of Elliott, 
Cauldon pl, Long row, Nottingham 
Daniell, Claude Melville, Woolston, Southampton, Cabinet Maker. Aug 6 at i at 
office of Guy, Albion ter, cosinor pice 
Davies, — — Faui , Glamorgan, Grocer. Aug 10 at 12 at offices of Vaughan, 
igh st, Me 
Dawson, Walter Willen Brotherton, Market Gardener. Aug 11 at 11 at officés of 
Kaberry, Pontefract 
Dealtry, Hugh Thornton Cuningham, Southampton row, Bloomsbury, Tea Merchant, 
Aug 11 at 3 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn, Godfrey, South sq, Gruy’ *s-inn 
Drinkwaker, John, Maindee, nr Newport, Monmouth, Lime Merchant. Aug 10 at 11 at 
office of Parker, Commercial st, Newport 
Easton, Robert, Bristol, otographer. Aug 8 at 2 at office of Clifton and Carter, 
Broad st, Bristol 
Evans, John, Pembroke, Grocer. Aug 24 at 11.30 at Water st, Pembroke Dock. 
Gilbertson, Pembroke 
Everard, Thomas, preveeere | am, nr Rugby, Warwick, Miller. Aug 7 at3 at office 
of Wright, Belvoir st, Leices 
Fieldhouse, Aquilla, skidalesborough, York, Joiner, Aig 9 at 2 at office of Lewis, 
Zetland st, Middlesborough 
Groves, Christopher, —— Durham, ye te 12 at 11 at office of Parr and 
Co, Bridge st, Sunderland, Bdgar, Bishe 
Haddon, William, Grantham, Lincoln, Coal Goat Dealer 4* 11 at 12 at office of Malim, 
rant 
Haigh, George, Elland, Wate Innkeeper. Aug 9 at 11 at office of Stansfeld, Sols, 
Hall, Charles, Bristol —— hue Oat 230 nt Ge Western 
mingham. Murl andl ¢ oO 
Hallwood, Henry, Warrington, Lancaster, Baker, Aug 9 at 3 at office of ae and 
Co, Market pl Ba hig scr 
Halse, Charles Bm Bmith, New Bridge st, Bidekfriars, Surgeon, Aug 16 at 2 at office of 
en, Lime st 
Hamden, Francis, Clee, Lincoln, Lobster M t, Aug 9 at 3 at Law Society, Bowl- 
alley lane, Kingston upon Hull. —— gston upon Hull 
Kathe * Edward aynee, Shrewsbury, Salop, Station Master. Aug 11 at 12 at Talbot 
— Alfred, Gloucester, Rent Collector, Aug 6 at 11 officeof Jackson, Broad 
at, Gloucester 
Harris, William, Leyton, Essex, Timber Merchant. Aug 24 at 3 Masons’ Hall Tavern; 
asons’ avenue inghall ab. Lewis, Stratford. 
Harrison, Henry Palmer, Wi —5 — Bromwich, Stafford, Stud Manufacturer, Aug 10 at 
11 at genes of — — * st, * Bromwich 
Heney, Robe: Electrical Novelty — Ang 22 at 9 at office of 


Foreman act hs — st, Gartis, Old J 


Jewry 
Hill, John Ebenezer, Old Swinford, Worcester, Iron Worker: Aug 9 at 2 at office 
of * Addison, High at, Brierley hill 


Hiscox, John Henry Thomas, Woolston, Southampton, Grocer. Aug 8 at3 at office of 





Hunpht ae aii pl, Bryanstone sq, Oil and Colour Dealer, Aug 10 at 
umphreys, Eliza np w jour 
2 at office and Bell, Eastchesp ie 


Huskisson, Charles Frederick, Birmingham, Letter Cutter, Atig 10 at 8 at office of 


Higgs, Bennett’s hill, B ag mg og 
Jackson, William Knowles, B vit at i Gan Bookseller. Aug 91 at iat office of Hens- 


man and Nicholson, Coll 
», Re k Maker, Ang ii at 1iat office of Rhodes, Queen 


* Robert, , Wolverhamp 
Wo! verhampton 
Joel, Jacob, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer. Aug 8 at 9 at office of Benson and Carpenter 


Bank * 
* os ae York, Butcher, Adg 10at# at offfés of Hobindin, Great 
Channel, — * 
Kett, Arthur W iitiam, Heigham, , Norwich, Tobacconist. Aug 11 at 12 at office df Brovk, 
— Job, pore Piovision Déaler. Ang 10 At $ at Bell Hotel, Sadler Gate, Derby. 
Laurence, Joshua, Birminghari, Ohina Dealer, Ang if at $at office of Rowlands and 
Co, Colmore rmingham 
Laviord, ohn “Alfred, Fenchvrch st, Asphalte Contractor. Auge a¢$ in ii 6f time 
Legg, Thomas Rowland, and Sidney Archer Legg, Bermondsey st, —* Aug 
ie stra at office of Turquand and Co, Coleman st. Hawks and Co, Borough High st, 


h rd, West Kensington, Raiden. Aug 11 at 12 at office of Lane 
iT cen Vi 
tay, Mic —— Se Soe Yam Ll Pk Alan tno hog 
a 
Masts, 2 Willian, —— * Merchant, Aug 10 at 1 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham 
id an ne orwic: 
MeNulty, ames, Lancaster, Bootmaker, Aug l0at 2 at officts of KTenney, 
Masters, Step — Southampton, Grover, Adg 6 at 8 at offices of Béll and 
‘ayler, Portland st, Southa: 
aa ood Wien , Shettield, Merchant, Ang 11 at $ at offices of Branson and 
aad John Brighiley, s, Builder’, Ang U at 2 at Guila- 
hall Tavern, 
Mead, Bawin —— —— Tallow Chandler. dng 0.90 3a offices of Brassey 
Livery. 8 oper: Aug lati. 
Hairdresser, ——— Dow 
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Morgan, Thomas, Pembroke, Grocer, Aug 16 at 12 at 2, Water st. Pembroke Dock. 
Brown, Pembroke Dock 
ag Edmund, Edgware rd, Auctioneer, Aug 4at 2 at offices of Barlee and Co, 


Fi circus 
Nathan, —— Le Hatton en, Watch Manufacturer. Aug 9 at 3 at offices of 
iLowis and Lewis, By pl, Holborn 


ae o) 
Newton, Frederick William, Leckhamvton, Gloucéstet, Licensed Victualler, Ang & at 
11 at offices of Clark, Regent 
Noblet, John, and Thomas Leem Noblet, Lianasa, Flint, Brewers. Aug 5 at 12 at 
the Albion "Hotel, near the Railway Station, Chester. Cope, Holywe 
Palmer, Thomas, Birmingham, —— Aug 9 at 11 at offidés of Mallard, 
Newhall chmbrs, Newhall st, Bi 


Peat, Thomas Kirk, Forest Hill, a Vine Merchant. seg SSO ee & De 
and Child, § Poultry. Saxelb: walikner, eas ee 
Penn, William, ———— —2*— rocer, Aug li at 12 at offices of Fellows, 


Pri 

Pettit, 8 ug Hedingham, VDsex, Painter. Aug 5 at 12 at tho Oups Hotel, Ool - 
chester. Mumford, Sudbury 

Reyner, * Barnsley, York. Provision Dealer. Aug 7 at 11 at offices of Gray, Hast- 

ate, Barnsley 

Richards, George, South Perrott, —— Horse Dealer. Aug 9 at 12 at Georgé Hotel, 
Crewkerne. Davies, Sherborn 

Ruglen, James, Barnsley, York, — Aug 14 at 11 ab offices of Dibb and Co, 
Regent st, Barnsley 

Russell, Dive, Holli m, Sussex, Builder. Aug 9 at 12 at offices of Phillips and 
Cheesman, ‘Haveloc rd, aie, 

Sandy, Nathaniel, Titchfield, Hai Carpenter, Aug 19 at 3.80 at offices of Donni- 
thorne, Osborn rd, Fareham 

Seal, Thomas, Sutton Cheney, Leicester, Blacksmith. Aug 9 at 2 at offices of Loseby, 
Market Boswo 

Setterfield, Joseph, Margate, Kent, Wheelwright. Aug 10 at 3 at office of Sparkes, 
Union row, Margat 

Smith, James, Ruabon, Denbigh, Grocer. Aug 14 at12 at ‘office of Pierce, Regent st, 


Wrexham 
Smith, James Elias, Gloucester, Fish Salesman. Aug 10 at 11 at office of Jackson, 
George st, Gloucester 
Smith, Samuel, — Lancaster, Blacksmith. Aug 4 at 3 at office of Bulcock. 
Ormerod st, Barn’ 
Snelling, Francis Frederick, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Builder. Aug 94t3 at office of 
Holmes, King st, Chea; 
Spargo, George, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler, Aug 12 at 12 at office of 
Owen, —E— st, Pwit 
Stanley, James, Ux —* Ealiag Dean, Upholsterer. Aug 11 at 2 at office of 
Gres — and Davies, Basin 
— — Wilhelm, City 1 City rd, Baker. Aug 9 at 3.30 at 20, Mark lane, 
oung and Son 
Sudbury, William George, f Stockton-on-Tees, Grocer, Aug 11 at Il at office of Fowler, 
Bridge rd, Stockton. — 
Swann, Ernest!Alfred, Sheffield, Merchant. Au 20 a 8 oh Lame Guat Hoole’s ehbrs, 
Bank st, Sheffield. Webster and St; g, Sheffield 
Taylor, Samuel, and William — ylor, Bradford, Masons. Aug 11 at 4 at office of 
Last and Betts, Bond st. Bradford 
— William, Lynsted, Kent, Coach Builder. Aug 10 at 11 at Gibson, West st, 
ittingbourne 
Turner, an Brimcombe Turner, Bournemouth, Hants, Watchmaker. Atig 11 at 12 
at Gt Western Hotel, Snow * ‘ham. Trevanion, urnemout 
white, J Jose , Halifax, York, Woollen ufacturer. Aug 9 at 11 at Griffin’s Hotel, 


Woolven, ‘John ——— Hoxton, Licensed Victualler. Aug 9 at 11 at 3, Cole- 
en, 


man st. iggenden, 

Wright, William, Leeds, Bpling ona Axle Manufacturer. Aug 10 at 11 at Law Insti- 
tute, Albion pl, Albion st, Leeds. Cross, Bradford 

» Innkeeper. Aug 10 at 2 at office of Johnson and 


Lancas' 

Young, George, Pritchard’s td, Hackney Builder. Aug 5 at 3 at Masons’ Hall 
Tavern, Mantas’ avenue, Paces Reawick st, Bast Dulwich 

Tuzspax, August 1, 1982. 

Allsop, Charles, —— Derby, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 16 at 9 at Bell Hotel, Sadler 
gate, Derby. Wise and Co, Ashbourne 

Austin, Alfred, Coldharbour lané, Brixton, Oiland Colorman. Aug 9 at 3 at office of 
Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 

Bateson, Henry James, Barrow in Furness; Lancaster, Grocers Assistant. Aug 3 at3 
at — * Sg ed Hudson, Barrow in Furness 

Bell, Ro Bootand Shoe Dealer. Aug 19 at 11 at office of Duncan; 
Market ot pl South Shields 

Biggs, William Richard, and pie Hensler, ae Provision Curers, Aug 9 at 12 
at office of Evans, Exc’ © bldgs East, Bristo 

Bimson, James sang tow verpool, M: Mili —— Aug 11 at 2 at office of Green, Sir 


peas 8 cas te 
Blake, Cornwall, Draper, Aug 15 at 12 at office of Rooker and Co, 
Bory, John, rorguay, von, Butcher, Aug 11 at 11 at office of Lindop, Fleet st, 





Proniterts st, Plymou 


Bevel, Paceies Berke + ee, Warwick, Export Merchant. Aug 15 at 3 at 
1, Newhall st, — Rowlands, Birmingham 
Brown — Sacker, underland, Butcher. ‘Aug 28 at 12at office of Steel, John st, 


Oar, —— Beverley, York, Licensed Victualler. Aug 21 at 11 at Office of Turner, 
verle 
Chambers, Frederic —— Liverpool, Merchant, Aug 18 at3 at office of Southall, 


cuarierwor, Marta Halifax, Buicher. Aug 14 at 4 at Crown Hotel, Halifax. 
—— An, Foupes "honey, A ty fue Fist at Forester’s Arms Inn, 

— Semmes —— — Fa, Opts sof amb, South- 
Conta, Wilan eats Detter Factor, Aug 19 at 3 at Temperante Hotel, Sedbergii. 
sah semper ‘ewport, Mon, Baker, Avg 15 at 11 at office of Tomlinson, Commercial 


Baker, Aug llat 11 at office of Squsré and Co, 
oper, Harvey Alorando oh chive igmeala ny * 


— upon Tue, Tailor Ang 8 at 8 at office of Jolliffe, Collingwood 
orb, Henry, PStaitord, Grocer, Aug 10 at 12 at Vine Hotel, Vine at, Stafford. Hand 
eatin vis, tet ere, Atig 17 at 12 at 48, Clay- 
—— wu, Montgomery, Irontitonger. Aug 10 at 19.90 at the Bank, 
—2 — — Ang 16 ab 11 at offices Of Rnodes, 


ek — 





Siiffolk, Hairdresser, Ang 14 at 1} at 12, Bishops: 


ull sean: fag Da ee, eee 
A at 3 ht offices of Rylance, Essex st, 














Barty, Joun Willa, Laicster, eg ae es tyr oe 


— John, Carmarthen, Agent. Aug 14 at 10 30 at offices of White, King #t Oar- 
— a, South Ossett, York, Plumber, Aig 13 at 9 a6 offtées of Ohad. 
F 

earniey, Robert, and William Oddy, Guiseley, York, Com Mevetenn Ang 4 at $ at 
Flint, William, Frederick oh, Hacspetend vi, out of ‘pustness, Aug 19 ab $ at offed of 

Lamb, reg ety a ag: hg: 
——— ‘arske by the Sea, ork, Newsagent. Aug 14 at 3 at office of Vaoliell, 
Gibson, Thomas, Oldham, , Lancashire, Warehousemat, Aug? at 3 at offies Of Shaw 
— 5 

8 ames Belgrave, I Ly ag Builder. Aug 15 at 12 at Wellington Hotel, Gratib 


st, 
Greenwood, John Henry, Hanley, Stafford, ous of business, Aug 17 at Il offtes 
Tennant and Co, Chea) : Hanley 8 * 


Heath, Edwi: in, Cannock, Grocer. yf Se ee 
Hend wR Leconfield High! 
- erson, —— e! —— ighbury Park, Builder, Ww Pita 10 Ss othe 
Heseltine, soem. Barwick in Elmet York, Grocer. Aug U at 9 at office of Raper, Bast 
Hext, William, Kei , York, Dra; l4at U at 

ext, Wi ghley, or, Draper, ang Trevely@n Hotet, Godwin st, 
Hibbert, Thomas, Manchester, oe Watdnaion. Aug Mat 4 at office of AddleshiW gad 


Hicks, Joseph, tans Oneal field Boot and Shoe V4 abd at 
a jun, — rd, Acton, Maker, Ang Office 


sd, Gray's inn 
Hodgkiss. Richard, —— Stafford, Horse Dealer. Aug 14 at U at 6fficé of 
— 5* ey Peay, Coe Aug 23 at 9 at omfleds of 
ames, iva 3.4: Guitinal Cotten hous. @resham 

- “Reed and 00, Guildhall ebeabie, * 
tales goa ee coat Bik , Baker; Aug 10 at 3 at offiees 
™m nm unt s 

sere tales —— rast Aug 9 at U at offices of 

Jona —— s hag Bu 
iam, Hampstead rdy Aug 9 at 3 at offices of Willis, St Martin's ét, 


Kelle ——— —— Aug U at 3at Inns of Court 


“yen Wt ie yg he Tavern, King st. ene eyes Se Panay be Poot — 

Thonias, Richmond, Schoclmaster, Aug l4at Sat St Mary's College; Kew 
— — Dairyman, Aug 12 at 3 at offlecs of Lamb, Southampton 
ey Fem William, Enfield, Plasterer, Ang 15 at 3.20 ab office of Rumney, 


— Go, Carey ane 3 8 Bills 16 as 3 at offices of 
— chives chbrs, Pree Square and Co ’ —— 

Mark, Comeragh ri, West Kensington, Builder, Aug 11 at 1% ad office of Lane 
Lindl ae Stafford, Grocer, Ang 14 at U a6 office of Stanley, 


vin lou of the place orginally named _ — * 


Martin, Alfred, Wombwell, Youk, ta Licetiged Victualler. Aug 16 at 4 at éffice of Rideal 
— — Rosedale, Pickéting, Yat, Gtk of bédiness. Aug 17 
\? ir 
11 i Swan Hotel, Pic! Mtg Middlesborough 
Micklethwaite, George Daniel, — —— Shoddy Maker, Aug 11 at 3 at Welling- 
ton Hotel, Dewsbury, Tbberson, 


ee ACCT op are ir, aa 


Wilsen, il 
Molly — Morris, — Builder, Ang i8at ↄ at office of cuott King st, 


Noble Wiliam, Penrith Cumberland, Hotel Keeper. Aug 16 & 3.30 at dcles Of Ariiison 
yout Se Nelocn-in-Mareden, Lancaster, Beerseller. Ang 18 at 3 at Hxvhatige 


Hotel, choles at, Burnl 
— ton Pat Worker. Aug 14 at 3 at office of Bell 
— el, Tugela rd, agela rd, Claphasn J 


ham Junction, . Aug 26 at 2 at Inns ef Court Hotel, 

Pl — — Bui Aug 16 at $ at odles of Hodding, 

part ‘Paul Dome Domenle, Higher perc 10 & 9.at moo of 
Covet tnd Oo, Brown st, Expo, ied 


Proctor, Thomas, Derby, Miller, August 17 at 8 ab office of Moody, Corn Market, 
Rickman, Arthur William, Chestef, Brower. Aug 16 at U at office of Brassey, Bastgate 
— Ohemer 
Mat Bhawe Kings Heed Hou, Broughto Forces, ee, Farmers. * 
main he ena Pm Ang 16 ot 11 at office 
nohinaty Alber Kit ad enry Shires Maggi, Ang l4at3 at 
Ri : Francis, Golborne rd: Hoteing hill, Grocer, ‘Aug 9 at 3 at 270, High 


Fox, 
sear, Joa Newion/ OW Semty, iaancll gah Aig 11 ot § ot Obs at Dooparaaia 
Pd 
uP ae arene Gale ak Meters. Ane 
— bea Gehan paepeipagiolaset sa ng 
» Bristol, at dffite of Wood 
Bristol, stot, Lisenaad ——— 
ston, nr Newark, Licensed Victualler, Aug 14 at 3 at 7, Middle pave- 
h out of business, ee 


— Canan ane at offices of Martinson, 


Staddon — Doone, Pua Ady 16 at dat Madore Hal Tavern, 
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Stovell, Edwin, Goswell rd, Chemist. Ang 10 —* 8 at offices of Palmer, Adelaide place, 


London Bridge. Chinery and Co, Fenchurch st 
Swaby, ee Ri 


coln 
Tandy, Edward, Leicester, Boot and Shoe Maker. Aug 17 at12, at office of Gee and 


Parr, Gallowtree gate, Leicester 


Taylor, Kendrick, Brackley, Northampton, Butcher. Aug‘18 at 11 at Crown Hotel, 


Brackley. Barnes, Bracki 


——— John Robert, Richmond crescent, Barnsbury, Butcher. Aug 10 at 3 at 


, Brentwood. Lewis, Mincing lane 


Tildeslev, David, and Alfred Hailey, Irongate Wharf, Paddington, Ironmongers. Aug 
Yeo and "Warner, Finsbury pavement 
Aug 11 at 3 at office of Gee and 


Turpin, — Dunstable, Bedford, Straw Plait Dealer, Aug18 at 11 at King st, Luton. 


Vickerman, William, and James Cape Vickerman, Lowthorpe, York, Corn Millers. 
Ang 16 at 3 at Black Lion Hotel, High st, Bridlington. Richardson, Market pl, Brid- 


28 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. 
Towne, George, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Butcher. 
Parr, Norman st, Melton Mowbray 


en on. 


gton, William, Padiham, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner, Aug 12 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, 


* edral yd, Manchester. Leigh, Manchester 


Webster, John, Martin, nr Bawtry, Notts, Farmer. Aug 11 at 11 at Crown Hotel, 
Ang 15 at 3at office of Watson, Southampton 
White, Shanes, St John in Bedwardine, Worcester, Painter. Aug 14 at 11 at office of 


Bawti 
West, 
bldgs 


Singleton, Bradford 
omas, ‘addington st, Fruiterer. 
Chancery lane 


Griffiths, Sansome pl, Worcester 
Whitwam, Sarah, 
son, Dale st, Bradford 
Wood, Percy, Pall Mall, Tobacconist. 
Birchin lane 


Bishopsgate st Without 


Wotherspoon, Alexander Watson, Carlisle, Confectioner. 


Wannop, Scotch st, Carlisle 


Young, William, Keane ter, West Kensington, Stationer. Aug 17 at 12 at offices of 


Jones and Julius, Finsbury circus 


chardson, Lincoln, Joiner. Aug 9 at 11 at offices of Andrew, Silver 


Harden Beck, nr Bingley, Grocer. Aug 14 at 11 at office of Atkin- 
Aug 14 at 3 at GuildhalljTavern. Foster, 
Woodrow, William, Edgware rd, Carriage Salesman. Aug 23 at 2 at office of Brighten, 
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Cases or tHE WEeEx— 


pany .. 


Hospital v. Dunbar 
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the writer. 


cations, 


Aug 14 at 3 at offices of 





Notices To CoRRESPONDENTS.—<Al/ communications intended for publication 
wn the Sotictrors’ JouRNAL must be authenticated by the name and address % 


The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communis — 


*,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made by persons — 
desirous of obtaining back numbers of the SouiciToRs’ JougNat, as only a small | 
number of copies remain on hand. 4 








, 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Gu 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 

Cocoatina 4 La VaNILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s, 6d., &c., by Chemists 
“= Grocers. 

arities on —** Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H, SCHWEITZE & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


GOLD PEN. 
DIAMOND POINT. 


Writ Last ror Years. 


Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 


This Pen is perfectly Anti-corrosive, and has all the 
flexibility of the Quill, and from the great length of time 
it will wear, and its perfect adaptation to any hand- 
writing, it is decidedly the best and most economical Pen 
yet offered to the Public. 








TO BE HAD ONLY OF 


Yates Alexander & Shepheard, 
27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


In ordering by Post, state whether Broad, Middle, or 
Fine Point preferred. 








Price 10s. 6d. 


THE YEAR’S DECISIONS: 
A DIGEST 


OF ALL THE 
CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPREME COURT 
OF JUDICATURE, 
AND ALSO IN THE 
BANKRUPTCY AND ECCLESIASTICAL COURTS, 
WITH 
APPEALS TO THE HOUSE OF LORDS AND 
PRIVY COUNCIL; 
ALSO OF 
CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS IN 
IRELAND ; 
From 2xp or NovEmBsER, 1880, To 8tx oF Avast, 1881, 


By EDMUND FULLER GRIFFIN, Esa., B.A. 
Barrister-at-Law. 


LONDON ; 27, CHANCERY: » W.C, 


aranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, | 





ESTABLISHED 1825, 


-HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 


200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 

nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 

—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS. 


Hewetson, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 


hae AHAN’S LL WHISKY. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE : PBR . MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the — 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


i ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, © 
General Printers, Lonsdale Buildings, 27, — 





lane, immediately opposite the Chancerv-lane Pos 





INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild 


and Mellow, Delicious and very Wholesome. 
Universally recommended by the Profession. 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. 
The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies. 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, 
Paris Exhibition, 1878; Dublin Exhibition, 1865, 
the Gold Medal. 


Great Titchfield-street, London, W. 
TO H.B.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
ReaD AND CO.S OWN SAUOF. 














SOUPS, PRESERVED PROVISIONS, 





OTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


Seance OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 








f [PPUBILE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





Fae ALES ES for INVALIDS. 





CAUTION —— OF IMITATIONS, 
ole 
1, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 


({LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
KH Route via Crinan and Caledonian Canals). Royal 
Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from Glasgow Daily at 
7 a.m., from Greenock at 9 a.m., conveying, in connection 
with his West Highland Steamers, ngers for Oban, 
Fort-William, Inverness, Lochawe, Skye, Gairloch, Staffa, 
Tona, Glencoe, Stornoway, &c. Official G 3d, ; [llus- 

H. Smith & Sons’ 


trated, 6d. and 1s. — eee —— 
Map and Fares free 


Railway Boo 
© owner, Davip —3 119, 
Glasgow. 








[AS Parliamentary, and General Printing 
by Yates Alexander & Shepheard, 27, Chancery-lane, — 





AUCTIONEERS’ Work, Particulars and 
\& = Conditions of Sale, Posters, &c., printed by Yates ~ 
Alexander & Shepheard. ’ 





PAMPELET., Books, Newspapers, Oircu- — 
lars, Rules and Regulations of Societies printed by 
Yates Alexander & Shepheard, 4 


age hearinae ate of Public Oompanies, | 

Memoranda and Articles of Association, Share Cerii- © 
ficates, Receipts Notices, &c., printed by Yates Alexander | 
& Shepheard, 27, Chancery-lane, 


Dieter T for Cash allowed by Yates © 
Alexander & Shepheard, Lonsdale Buildings, * 











GTATEMENTS of Olaim and Defence, Afi- 
hie Bing —— Pleadings printed by Yates 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have —— 
proved of this pure solution as the bes remedy j 


ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, —— 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, : 

rient for Delicate Constitutions, — 

ildren, and Infan ¢ 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
[Vi BAKER-STREET.—On view, Portrait Models of 
pe 4 pag heed XII. and VICTOR EMMANU’ 4 
Duke and Duchess of EDINBURGH, the PRESID. ‘i 
of the UNITED STATES, GENERAL GARFIELD. The © 
lying in state of the late Emperor of Russia, J 
Group o — containing the newest and most costly. 
—— th other Court Dresses, The 
— ——— &e. “at complete line p 
ritish Monarchs, from William the Conqueror neen | 
Victoria ; and over 300 Portrait Models of Celebrated @ 
Characters. A’ Is. 


Children un 
twelve, 6d, Extra room, 6d, Open from 10 a.m, till 10 


And as the safest A 
Ladies, 














